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PREFACE

The Hawaiian movement for statehood is part of the bloodstream of
Hawaiian history. Of necessity, therefore, this thesis is an account of
those economic, political and cultural forces which bear upon Hawaii's
qualifications for full=fledged membership in the American union of states.
This study, it is hoped, will furnish sufficient proof that no factor in
Hawaiian development has long been able to defy the magnetism which has
pulled these mid-Pacific islands closer and closer to the very wellsprings
of American life and govermment. Offered also is the proposition that
this magnetism is still at work——that it almost certainly will make state-
hood for Hawaii a reality. The time element, alons, remains debatable.
Due to her isolated, strategic location, her vulnerable economy, and her
dependence upon shipping, Hawaii's plea for statehood, Jjustly or unjustly,
will be weighed at any specific moment with one eye on the state of world
affairs, She will be granted statehood only when the American Congress is
convinced that she is ready to meet any threat, internal or external, to
her existence as an equal political unit in the American commonwealth.

One further idea is submitted: that the nations adhering to totalitariam
ideologies have yet to offer an example of conquest so devoid of force or
8o indicative of political, cultural and economic vitality as the American
conquest of the Hawaiian Islands. While the Hawaiian-propelled movement
for statehood is the culminating proof of the- success of this conquest,
this thesis can do little more than suggest the full story. It is hoped

that the future will bring fewer works on Hawaii's scenic and cultural
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attractions and more, serious studies of one of the remarkable achievements
of American civilization,

This thesis is based upon the regrettably few secondary works of
value on Hawaiian history, United States government documents, and magasine
and newspaper articles, Of particular value have been the materials furnished
by the present Hawaiian delegate to Congress, Mr. Joseph R. Farrington, the
-Waahington, D. C., Office of the Mawaii Statehood Commission, the Homolulu

Star-Bulletin and the Honolulu Advertiser. The study of the question of

Comminism in the islands was greatly aided by two pamphlets furnished by
Mrs. Violet A. Silverman of the Hawaiian Historical Society. The author
did not have access to such valuable materials as Hawaiian newspaper files,
the publications of the Hewaiian Historical Society and the Hawaiian
Archives,

For the making of history and historical research both a pleasure
and a challenge, the writer is indebted to all those faculty members of
the University of Tennessee History Department under whom she has taken
work, Dr. Ruth Stephens not only suggested the subject of the thesis but
gave the author that counsel and encouragement through every stage of
preparation which made this study possible. The thesis has been improved
by the helpful suggestions of Dr. Stanley F. Folmsbee and Dr. LeRoy P. Graf.
No acknowledgments would be complete without mention of the unfailing

consideration and helpfulness of the staff of the University Library.
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CHAPTER I
THE EARLY YEARS

Ultimately the people of the United States must answer this
question;: shall the Territory of Hawaiil becoms a state? Today the
movement for Hawallan statehood is so strong that every ’Congress is
oconfronted by a bill to enable the people of Hawaii to became full-
fledged citizens, privileged to help choose the President, to be rep=-
resented in the Congress, and to vote for their own governor,

The story of this movement begins with the Polynesians who
settled the Hawaiian archipelago centuries before 1776. Bad these
people been more aggressive, more hostile to pemetration by the white
man, one of the nineteenth-century colonial powers might have been
tempted, by the lure of commercial profits, to subdue the islands by
force while the youthful United States was still immersed in the task
of settling a new continent, Or, as the story progresses, had the gov=
ermment of Great Britain followed more closely the activities of its
sea captains, Cook and Vancouver, American traders and missionaries
would have made little progress in the British colony or protectorate
whioh might have resulted from such interest,

Without an understanding of the geography of the islands, of
their discovery, of the native people, and of the early American and
European influences, one cannot weigh justly the prime argument of
statehood proponents; that Hawaii is and has been, almost from the

time of discovery, an American frontier and an American commmity.



But first comes the setting for the statehood story. What
Mark Twain called "the lovliest fleet of islands that lies anchored
in any ooea.n"l is ;oanposed of twenty islands, ranging from large,
volcanie ma.s;es to coral reefs, Of these, seven voloanic islands,
Niibau, Kauai, Oahu, Mololni, Ianai, Maui, and Bawaii are inhabited.
The remaining islands are little more than masses of rock or cora.l.2
From northwest to southeast, the archipelago extends some 1,600 miles,
the principal islands spamning about 390 miles, The populated area
of the islands is 6,449 square miles,)

Due to a geologic past of eruptions, earthquakes and tidal
waves, the prﬁnry topographic characteristic of the islands is rugged-
ness, The island of Hawail, or Big Island, boasts two moumtain peeks
over 13,000 feet high, while its area, already two thirds that of the

entire group, continues to grow by voloanic emptiona.h Only about a

lprom facsimile of letter, S. Lo Clemens to H. P, Wood, Nov-
ember 30, 1908, in Mlter Francis Frear, Mark Twain end Haweii (Chicago:
Privately Printed by The Iakeside Press, 10L7), faoing page 23

al'ranc:ls Carpenter, The Pacific; Its lands and Peoples (New
York: American Book Compamy, 194L), 17-18, 4P1; Ralph S. Kuykendall
and A, Grove Dey, Hawaii; A History (FNew York: Prentice-Hall, Inc,,

1948), 3.

3co111er's World Atlas and Gazetteer (New York: P. F. Collier
and Son Corporation, 1942), 62; Statehood for Hawaii, Hearings, Pur-
suant to House Resolution 303), Subcommittee o coh"iniFE?e on Terri-
tories, 7l Congress, 1 Session (Washington: United States Govermment
Printing Office, 1936), 9. ~

thderiek Simpich, Jr., "Because It Rains on Hawaii,® The
National Geographic Magezine, XCVI (November, 199), 578, 600.




tenth of the area of the islands can be described as approximately
level, The level, fortile areas are found in the valleys and narrow
coastal plains, while the mountain slopes provide forest land and graz-
ing a.reals. Oahu has the best harbors, Honolulu and Pearl, There are
no ﬁme rivers or hkas.5

A year-round temperate climate, averaging about 74° F, at
Honolulu, is marred by an uneven rainfall which makes irrigation a
neoessary adjunet to na.gr:!.laulture.6

With its principal islands lying Just south of the Tropic of
Cancer, Hawaii's location almost midway between the Americas and Asia
makes obvious its strategio position both commercially and militarily,.
As they were the supply depot for the salling vessels of the last cen-
tury, the islands are the center for modern sea and air routes, To the
TUnited States their importance is implicit in their formation, with
Alaska and American Samoe, of a defense line for the mainland, Their
title of the "Crossroads of the Pacific" is no misnomer, and it is a
matter of some surprise that it was 1778 before they became kmown to
the civilized world.

On January 18, 1778, the English captain, James Cook, sighted
Oahu.7 Whether this event was the discovery or the rediscovery of the

islands, the fact remmins that the world at large was umaware of Haweii's

5’Geox-;o B, Cressey, Asia's lands and Peoples (New York: MocGraw-
Hill Book Company, Inc., 191}), 7; Carpemter, op. oit., 470, 481,

60011101"8, op. cit., 166.

Tjohn W, Vandercook, King Cane (Few York: BHarper and Brothers,
Publishers, 1939), 2,
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existence wntil that dato.a Cook had been sent by the Barl of Sandwich
in searoh of a sea passage from the Pacifio to the Atlantic around North
Allerioa..9 Although he continued northward after a short stop to take
on supplies at Kaua.i,lo Cook would later charaoterize his discovery as
one Bwhioh, though last, seemed in many respects to be the most impor-
tant that had hitherto been made by Europeans throughout the extent of
the Pacifioc Ocean."l Returning in November of the same year, he sailed
along the coasts of Mauail and Big Island, traded with the natives and
received visits from their chiefs, and finally stopped in Big Island's
Kealakekua Bay in January, 1779.

Although Cook was first treated with great kindness, relations

with the natives soon deterierated due to the continuous demands of

87, C. Furnas, Anatomy of Paradise (New York: William Sloane
Associates, Inc., 1948), 109. For a disoussion of evidence of pre-
vious Spanish discovery, see Osgood Hardy and Glemn S. Dumke, A History
of the Pacific Area in Modern Times (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Campany,
TOL57, 167, and James A, Williamson, Cook and the Ope: of the Paoific
(New York: The MacMillan Company, 1948), 200. For a refutation of the
Spanish theory, see Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 13, and Furnas, op.
oit., 108,

SVandercook, op. oite, 1-2; Williamson, op. oit., 188-198; Euy-
kendall and Day, op ‘%“"‘Di.. g —

10vanderoook, op. oit., 3; Purmas, op. oit., 110.

nq'notod from Cook's Jourmal by William Ellis, Polynesian Re-
searches, During A Residence o Bight Years in The Society and
Sandwich Islands {New York: T ‘T‘}v' Harper, 1833), 1V, J¢ A slightly
different wording, with the same meaning, is found in A Voyage to the
Pacific Ocean; . . . Performed Under the Directian of Captains Cook,
Clerke, and Gore, in the Years 17706, L1717/, L1718, L7719 "I786'—6'ompIIod
Trom the Various Ascounts of That Voyage Eitherto’ﬁmiﬂied (PhiTa-
JeYphla; ~Published by Robert Desilver, 18I8), 11, 53e
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Cook's party for supplies, the relations of the ships! companies with
the native women and the natives' habit of taking whatever caught their
fancy. When, after leaving on February l, it was necessary to return
for repairs, Cook found the natives hostile, and a controversy over a
boat stolen from one of the ships led to a slkkirmish in which Cook, four
of his men, and some natives were killed on February 1, 1779. Cook's
second-in-command managed to settle the dispute, recovered the bodies
of Cook and the others and sailed north again in March,

Short though the first visit of the white man was, he left his
mark on Hawaii, The trouble resulting in Cook's death undeceived the
natives as to the godlike nature of the whites., Secondly, in breaking
the native kapus (taboos), the white men demonstrated the impunity
with which these native laws could be ignored, In the third place, the
white man left, in venereal disease, the first of a long list of for-
eign diseases which were to contribute so mueh to the decline of the

native popule.tion.la

The designation, Sandwich Islands, Cook's salute
to his patron, was another legacy which would not be supplanted until
many years later by the native name, Hn.m!ui.:l..:l3

The people Cook found in the Hawaiian Islands had one thing in

common with him--they, too, had been sea adventurers, Between the fifth

12Bardy and Dumke, op. oit., 126, 168; Furmas, op. oit., 110-112,

Upardy and Dumke, op. cit., 125.
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and eighth oenturies,m Polynssian pioneers had sailed in cutrigger
canoes fram either the Samoan or the Caroline group to Hawaii.ls

Since, as it has been said, only climate and scenery are native
to Hanii,lé these first Hawaiians, or later migrants, must have brought
domestic animals and plants, including sugar cane, Isolated from their
South Sea relatives after the fourteenmth ocentury, the Hawaiians de=-
veloped their own culture, Although cannibalism evidently was not a
part of that culture, infanticide, animal sacriﬁ.ces_ and some human
sacrifices were .17 While his irrigation ditches and terracing attested
to remarkable engineering abilities, the native confined his farming
prﬁmrily to garden plots, since he spent much of his time ﬁ.sh:!.ng.l8

The Hawaiian commoner lived under a feudalistio system of gov=-
ernment and land ownership, He provided produce end labor to chiefs

in return for pretection against raiders, Prescribing his every

u‘For various estimates of the time of this migration, see
Harold Whitman Bradley, The American Fromtier in Hawaii: The Pioneers,
T% (Stanford University, califomng Stanford University Press,
), Li; Hardy and Dumke, op. ¢it,, 3 Knyksndall and Day, op. cit.,
5; De Le Cra.wford 'Eanii-%r'ﬁ_tem Frontier," Review of Reviews,
XCI-XCII (Janua.ry, 1935), 59; Vanderecook, op. cit., y

151bid,; Ruykendall and Day, op. cit., 5.
81npioh, loc, 0it., 573

17Bra.dley, Ope ¢it,, L; Simpioh, loc., cit,, 585; Vandercook,
op, oit., 7; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 6; Furnas, op. cite, 3&, 110,
117- 1 °

8Ibid., 114-115; Vandercook, op. 8it., 7; Theodore Morgan,
Hawaii A""‘%‘GCen ry of Econmmic Change, _@'6"16 Barvard Econamic Studies
TXIIT (cambridge, Massachusetts; Harverd University Press, 19L8), 7-=8.




<. 7
activity were the kapus, which formed the basic law for social rela-
tions, govermment and religion., In denylng certain privileges, the
kepus relegated women to an inferior position, although chieftainnesses
sometimes acted as regents and received certain marks of respeot. Des-
pite the power of the chiefs, no individual leader had gained control
over the entire island group at the time of discovery.19

less vigorous, less aggressive than some of his southern rela-
tives, the Hawalian offered little resistance to white penetration.
His tendenoy to absorb readily the white man's culture (in both its
good and bad facets) demands special comment since the early, basic
trend toward Americanization of the islands came mainly through subtle,
cultural influences, not by force. But the Hawaiian paid dearly for
Western culture, His adoption of Western vices and his susceptibility
to diseases of both Western and later Oriental origin slashed the esti=-
mated 300,000 population of Cook's day to about 142,000 by 1823, The
end of the nineteenth century found the natives mustering only ten
percent of their mumbers in 1778.20

Despite their numerical decline, the Hawailans did not suffer

the camplete eradication of their culture, The present-day English of

rurnas, op. cit., 116, 126; Hardy and Dumke, ope cit., 166.
For fuller details of early economic organization in Hawali, see
Morgen, ope cit., Chapters II and III.

2°Pums, ope cit., 108, 119, 123=12); Vandercook, op. cit,,

50-52,
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the islands is enriched by expressive Hawaiian words.?l While the
full influence of Hawaiian culture had never been determined to any
exact degree, the authors of a recent book were praised because:

Instead of Awriting/ a volume in which the emphasis
is upon the influence of Tecivilization' upon the Hawaiian
people, o « o 32_7 have provided a collection of anecdotes
which, collectively, suggest the extent to which the subtle
influence of Hawaiian tradition and environment has molded
the thinking of Buropean and American residents of the
ta;rch.'tpela.go.22
In the interaction of American and Hawailan cultures during
the whole period of Hawaiian independence is to be found one of the
keys to the present statehood question. Those who would object to
the distinetive cultural overtones of the islands have failed to
recognize the traditional pattern of American growth and develop-
ment, which has successfully encompassed three such varying patterns
of living as that of New England, the old South, and the Southwest.
In this respect, Hawail as a state would but add a new chapter to

an old book.

2:I'F'or examples, see Simpich, loo. cit., 595-596; and Furnas,
ope cit., 119n. For a desoription of another cultural remnant, the
K\Pﬂ'a'ﬁa_noe, see Mark Twain's account of 1866, included by Frear, op.
ci1t., 298. For Hawaiian msic, as adapted from American songs, par-
ticularly hymns, see ibid., 10-11, 295; and Furnas, oP. cite., 193-194,

zzﬂsrold Whitman Bradley in "Reviews of Books,™ The Pacific
Historical Review, XI (March, 1942), 111. Mr. Bradley Is referring
o Bob Davis and George Armitage, Hawaii, U.S.A. (New York: Frederick
A. Stokes Company, 1941).
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Of one partiecular native mention must be made, for Kamehameha I
was the central figure of the era in which Hawaii "grew up." The death
of his uncle, king of Big Island, in 1782, signa.li;ed the beginning of
a number of civil wars, gradually engulfing the entire archipelagos.
Grasping this opportunity, Kamehameha by 1810 had merged, through
conquest or cession, all of the islands into the Kingdom of Hawaii.zs
The resulting ability of the Hawailans to meet foi'eign penetration as
a unit made feasible the islands' maintenance of independence through
turbulent years. By providing peace and order, Kamehameha encouraged
agriculture, fishing and other enterprises. His use of white men as
both military and civil advisers set a pattern for his successors.24
It has been suggested that his absolutist rule, in obliterating the
responsibility of the chiefs to the people, paved the way for great
social and political change. His death certainly marked a great re-
ligious cha.nge.25

The native Hawaiian religian was not unlike that of the ancient
Greeks, but its pantheon offered in its god of the spirit, Kane, a

deity somewhat similar to the Christian divinity. While idols were

23gardy and Dumke, ope cit., 169-170; Bradley, op. oit., 9-10;
Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 27, 29.

2%ardy and Dumke, op. cit., 170; Furnas, op. cit., 121.

251pid., 121-122; Hardy and Dumke, op. oit., 170-171.
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used, it is believed that the Hawaiians worshipped them only as sym-
bols of more ephemeral things.zs

By 1819 the vitality of this religion was ebbing rapidly. The
chief support of the religion had been the E;_n_:._g_, and, for some thirty
years, the natives had observed that foreigners, natives trav_oling
abroad, and even their chiefs, ;rhile drunk, either violated or ignared
the kapus without suffering divine punishment. Evidently only Kamsha-
meha's insistence upon the old rites had kept the native religiom alive
for same years past.27 In 1819 the new king, Kamehameha II, or Liholiho,
violated one of the most vital kapus by eating with the women. This ex-
ample, plus royal orders to destroy all idols and shrines, sounded the
death knell for the ancient faith.28

At the time the native religion was falling into disrepute,

New England Calvinists were facing, in the Unitarian movement, the
specter of dissent. As part of an effart to strengthen their positiem,
the Calvinists created the American Board of Commissiomers for Foreign

Missions.zg

2690 Enable the People of Hawall to Form A Constitution and a
State Government, Hearin ‘suant to House Resolution 3034, Com=
mittee on Territories, VE' Congress, 1 Session (Washington: Wnited
States Government Printing Office, 1935), 2-3.

2TBradley, op. oit., 8, 124-125; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit.,
40-41. .

28l?.radlery, op. cit., 125; Joseph Barber, Jr., Ha.waii- Restless
Rampart (Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1941), 20; Hardy
and Dumke, ope cite., 174.

29gradley, op. cit., 121-122,
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A few years later, the plight of an Hawailan boy, Harry
Opukahaia, stranded in New Haven, Cannecticut, led the American Board
to train him and three other Hawaiian youths for missionary work in
the islands. Opukahaia died in 1819 before campleting his schooling,
but his story was a strong missionary impetus. There were now volun-
teers for work in the islands, and, on October 15, 1819, Boston saw
the birth of the Sandwich Island Mission. Among its outstanding members
were the Reverends Asa Thurston and Hiram Bingham.

In March, 1820, the brig Thaddeus arrived in Hawaiil with a
cargo perhaps as meaningful for Hawaii as any that ever entered its
ports. The New Englanders were granted leave to establish missionms,
and, by July, had stations on three islands. At the year's end the
station school had about ome hundred pupilse.

The Bible was completely translated into the native language
30

by 1839, and EKaahumanu, an early convert and regent for Liholiho and

his younger brother, aided missianary progress by her insistence that,

as soon a8 the chiefs learned to read, the cammoners were to be taught."”l
Potent allies of the missionaries were their own wives and chil-

dren. Their presence invalidated the charges of the anti-missiomary

whites that the Americans were the vanguard of foreign aggression. The

efficacy of the white man's medicine and doctors, too, was a powerful

S0guykendall and Day, op. cit., 43-44; Furnas, op. cit., 128,
145; Hardy and Dumke, op. cit., 172-175.

Slpurnas, op. eit., 133-134.
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force for conversion. Also, aware by 1820 of the dishomesty of some
of the traders, the natives began to ally themselves with the mission-
aries in the fight against the abuses and immorality that were a part
of the early trading relationships with both Americans and E.m'opeana.""’2
The missionaries supplied real needs.5% They were successful, gen-
erally, in the fight for law and order, while great strides were made
in reducing illiteracy. So successful was the purely religious phase
of the missionary work that, by 1848, Hawail was considered a Christian
nation; and, in 1863, the American Board turnmed over practically all
of its financial and administrative duties to the Hawaiian Evangelical
Association.%?

The greatest objection of the trading and foreign elements,
however, was to missionary interference in govermment, whereby blue=-
laws and governmental reforms were instituted. Since native priests
had always been advisers to the chiefs, it was ecarcely surprising
that, by 1824, Kmehaﬁeha III's government was consulting the priests!

successors with regard to royal policy. A generation after 1820, five

32Ibid., 129; Barber, ope. 0it., 21. Perhaps the traders were
in full accord with Mark Twain's camment, "How sad it is to think of
the multitudes who have gone to their graves in this beautiful island
and never knew there was a helll" Reprinted by Frear, OPe cit., 288,
from a letter written by Twain to the Sacramento Uniom, March, 1866,

3%:1“, op. cit., 138,

S%gardy and Dumke, op. cit., 175; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit.,
132-133; Sylvester Kirby STevens, American Expansion in Hawail, 1842-
1898 (Barrisburg: Archives Publishing Company of Pennsylvania, Inc.,

1945), 31.
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of the missionary group had resigned to take up govermment positioms.
They tended to follow policies for the protection of the people against
the traders and other foreign elements; and, naturally, they were amen-

able to missionary i.nflu.ence.35

Among these men were Dr. Gerrit P.
Judd, able adviser in economics and foreign affairs, and the ex-
Reverend William Richards, by 1838 a ,Jeader in Hawailan diplomacy
and constitutional development and, in 1846, the first minister of
public instruction .56

The Boston Board of Commissioners discouraged participation
in political affairs, but the missionaries were in an odd positione.
To refuse requests for advice would alienate the king and thereby en-
danger missionary progress. Also, to relinquish political influence
would place their trader adversaries in a superior position. So the
missionaries continued in govermmental activities.3” Although lacking
in political training, the missionaries were sincere in feeling they
would provide the native government with more honest advice than would
the commercial interests.S0

Some missionaries found their way into the economic life of

Hawaii. Such was former ministerial student, J. A. Brinsmade, who,

S5Barber, op. cit., 23; Furnas, op. cit., 145-146.

361bid., 146; Stevens, op. cit., 9-10; Bradley, op. cit., 308~
310, .319-323, 413-418, 428 et passim; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit.,
66-67’ 69-70’ 73-75. 81.

3'5'Ba.r‘ber, ope cit., 23=24,

38purnas, op. cit., 146-147.



14
with two partners, by 1833, had arganized Ladd and Company, which
handled most of the missiomary business affairs and, probably through
missionary influence, got a royal land grant for experimentation with
a sugar plantation. Two other missionary workers, Samuel N. Castle
and Amos Starr Cooke, established a wholesale and retail firm, the
continued success of which numbers it among the "Big Five"™ of modern
Hawallian economic life. The missionaries frankly wanted business in
dependable, moral hands, but Honolulu businessmen, understandably,
were enraged at their economic power.59 In defense of this develop-
ment, ome authority has written:

There is no reputable evidence to support the charge
that the missionaries deliberately misused their position
to advance their own interests, and there is much evidence
to indicate that they and their children were pushed into
a favorable economic position by events over which they had
only a minimm of control.40
Of primary importance in the missionary role of bringing about
American orientation of Hawaii was the strengthening of ties with the
mainland. The missionaries, through their influential friends at hame
and through the American Board, made their desires felt in the State

Department. They had close relations with American naval officers

391bid., 150; Barber, op. eit., 25; Bradley, op. cit., 236-238,
244-246, ZB33 Vandercook, op. cit., 83, 155. Ll

405ar01d Whitman Bradley, "Reviewsof Books," The Pacific His-
torical Review, XIV (June, 1545), 232-233. Mr., Bradley was reviewing
a book by Alexander MacDonald, Revolt in Paradise: The Social Revo-
lution in Hawaii after Pearl Harbar (New York: Stephen Daye, Inc.,
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visiting Hawaiian ports and usually saw to it that cammissioners and
consuls appointed by the American government were men sympathetic with
their interests. Their development of fine schools, especially Oahu
College, brought to Hawaii in the gold rush years of 1849 and the
1850ts the children of Califormians, and many of the missionary chil-
dren became prominent in Hawailan affairs, thus perpetuating American
influence .4l Furthermore, their work stirred up American interest in

Hawaii. Even the New York Journal of Commerce reported on their ac-

tivities. John Quincy Adams, in the House of Representatives in 1843,
praised their work and gave their success as one of the main reasaons
why the United States should support Hawaiian i.ndependezme.42
| Another link with America forged by the missionaries was the
introduction of democratic principles. The native cammoner found
that he had a soul as important to the missianaries as the soul of a
chief; and, as democratic government developed in the islands, mis-
sionary influence provided political ideas basically American.43
But the main influence of the missionaries was more subtles
o o« + it was a simpler age. Those with a convietion of

right--and the people of the Thaddeus were utterly convinced--
then differentiated 1little between the rightness of their

4lgtevens, op. cit., 28-29; Ray Lyman Wilbur, "Statehood for
Hawaii," Atlantic ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁI&: CLXVI (October, 1940), 494; Hardy and Dumke,
op. c¢it,, 175; furnas, ope cit., 131; Walker Matheson, "Hawaii Pleads

?%"mehood," The North American Review, CCXLVII (Spring, 1939), 132.

425t evens, op. cit., 7-8; Hardy and Dumke, op. cit., 175-176.
See also footnote 75.

4"l"l“m'nas, op. cit., 137; Stewens, op. cit., 9-10.
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theology and the rightness of their clothes, their custams

and their way of life. It was impossible for them to think

of teaching the one without the other.44
The missionaries did not leave New England--they brought it with them.
And so earefully, if uncomsciously, did they tend this tramsplanted
culture, that it became an inextricable part of Hawaiian life. During
the reign of Kamehameha IV (1854-1863), British prestige tended to
overshadow the missionaries, but their work during the early, crucial
years, when Hawaii was first learning western ways, served to vitiate
and negate any later fareign influences.4® But Americans were also
competing successfully with the British in another sphere.

The commerce of Hawail between 1778 and 1830 was momopolized
by furs, sandalwood and whale oil. Sandalwood was a product of the
islands; the other two were significant as commodities in trade which
found Hawaii a convenient shipping center.%6 Although there was some
overlapping, each of these commodities had its own span of supremacy.

A publication of 1784 concerning Cook's last trip mentiomed
Cantonese .interest in furs picked up on the coast of North America.
Traders in search of profits immediately were intrigued. In 1785
the Chinese-financed, fur-trading expedition of Captain James Hanna

returned from the American coast via Hawaii, thus setting the battern

44'Vs.ndercook, op. cit., 12-13.

45parber, op. cit., 24-25; Mathesom, loc. cit., 13l. Bradley,
op. cit., has an excellent account of the early missionary work in
Chapters III, IV and VII.

4’6Ralph S. Kuykendall, "BEarly Hawaiian Commercial Development,"
The Pacific Historical Review, III (December, 1934), 365.
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for future fur trade routes. Between 1786 and 1787 some eight ves=-
sels stopped in Hawaii while pursuing this trade and, in August of
1789, the Tnited States was first represented by the Columbia. In
a decade "fur trader® had become almost synonomous with "Yankee,"
and earlier British dominance d.i.sappea.red.h’7

American traders, denied their former British trading haunts
with the end of the Revolution, had been searching for new fields

of profit. The Empress of China's voyage in 1784=1785 had given

momentum to the Chinese trade, but Americans were handicapped by
having no goods acceptable at Canton in exchange for the exotics of
the Bastes The fur trade, in sea otters and later in seals, filled
the bi11,18 r

The fur trade served to point up the value of the islands as
a oonvenient supply depot, an excellent wintering spot for traders
sailing in the northern seas and a place of rest for the hard-working
orews, These advantages were put to work by the American fur traders
who stopped in Hawaii between 1800 and 1815, either en route to the
northwest ooast from Cape Horm or from the North Amerioan ooast to

China, The value of the Hawaiian ports was increased by the growing

WTBradley, op. oit., 12, 13, 15, 17; Bardy and Dumke, op. cit.,
169. For a varying account as to the first ship to use Hawai
way=-station in the fur trade route to China, see Morgan, op. oit.. 57-
58. Bradley's account, used in this paper, is well documented,

L5 radtey, Ope oite, 13=ll, 18; Hardy and Dumke, op. oit., 131.
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facilities’for repair and refitting of ships.49 After 1815 the fur
trade lost its supremacy in Hawaiian commerce, and by 1828, had ex-
pended its foroe.’© But ancther cammodity already had developed which
far outdistanced the fur trade in its effects upon Hawaii.

The possibilities of the sandalwood trade were recognized as
early as the 1790's, but the trade received its full impetus after
the return of British-American peace in 1815. This trade tended to
vacillate from low to high points throughout the era of its dominance.
The high peaks of the trade came in 1817-1818, 1821, and 1827-1829.
By 1831 the trade had lost all importance. Factors in the decline
were the diminishing supply and quality of wood, the surfeiting of the
chiefs! needs for American goods exchanged for the wood, the increasing
indebtedness of the chiefs to American traders, and finally the shift
of the Chinese to better sources.®l

But the brief span of the sandalwood period produced results
out of all proportion to its length. While the Hawaiians, especially
the commoners, received little lasting benefit from the trade, it

brought the islands to the attention of Americem ccmmerecial concerns,

49pradley, op. cit., 21-23, 25-26.
S01vid., 72, 74.

Sl1bid., 53-55, 26-32, 57, 60-66, 116-117; Euykendall and Day,
ope. oit., 41.



19

Interested the missionary-minded in the needs of the matives, and led
the State Department to appoint a commercial agent to the islands.’®

The question of the sandalwood debts, in addition to the prob-
lem of increasing numbers of deserters from whaling ships, brought
Captain Thomas ap Catesby Jones, commanding the U.S.S. Pesacock, to
Hawaii, Going beyond his instructions, Jones negotiated with the Ha-
waiian govermment its first formal treaty in December of 1826, The
matter of the payment of debts was settled separately, the treaty it-
self providing most-favored-nation's provileges, Hawaiian cooperation
in apprehending whaling ship deserters and aid in the salvage of Ameri-
can shipwrecks, The United States govermment took no astion regarding
this treaty, but Americans in Hawaii, even in 1837, considered it bind-
ing, and the Hawaiian rulers kept its provisions through fear of United

States roprisa.ls.53 -

52purnas, op. oit., 119-121; Vanderoook, ope cit., ly; Kuykendall

and Day, op. oit., ; Bradley, op. ¢it., 120; Bardy and Dumke, Op.
oit.’ 1 ®

551’01' text of treaty, see David Hunter Miller, ed., Treaties and
Other International Acts of the United States of America (Washingtons
Tnited States Govermment Printing Office, - T J, 1I1, 269-272;
ibid., 273-281, presents extensive notes on the treaty. Miller refers

s treaty as ™Articles of Arrangement.,"” For account of Jones'
visit, his orders, the petitions of New England whaling interests lead~-
ing to the expedition, and a copy of the tax regulations imposed by the
Hawaiian King to pay the sandalwood debts, see House Report No. 92,
28 Congress, 2 Session, 1-6, 8-ll, 18-19, Hereafter clted as House
Report No. 92 For high opinion of House Cammittee on Foreign Affairs
of the efficaoy of this non-official treaty, see ibid., 3. See also
Kuykendall, looc. cit., 379-380; Bradley, op. cit., 105=-110; Euykendall
and Day, op. cit., Dl; Bardy and Dumke, op. oiv., 179, For the role of
United States naval officers as ambassadors In early years, see Matheson,
loc, cite., 131, and Senate Executive Document No. 77, 52 Congress, 2
Session, . Hereafter this document will be clted as Senate Document
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Sandalwood, in its day, was the primncipal medium of exchange,
and only sugar would replace in volume the export of a native product.‘jh
It was now the turn of a third trading interest,

Haweii's location near the southern whaling grounds and the dis-
covery of the whaling areas off Japan, whose ports were denied to for-
eigners, brought whalers into Honolulu Harbor as early as 1819 or 1820,
Growth of the trade was so rapid that in 1829 almost two hundred whaling
ships visited Hawaii, The whalers found a new use for Hawaii as a point
of transshipment--whale o0il was brought to Hawaii by the whalers and
transported themce in other ships. Again, as in the fur and sandalwood
trade, the vessels were mainly America.n.55

One of the results of the early trade was the great increase in
the foreign population, Contemporary estimates of 1817-1818 placed
the number of European and American residents at between one and two
hl:l.n.c.'lx'~oci.56 Another development was that Hawaii had become more than
a c‘onvenience to specific enterprises such as the fur and whaling trades,
It had become an important world distributing center, The islands served
both as a gathering point for goods from the Pacific area to be shipped
to all parts of the world and as a temporary storehouse for American,

Asiatic, and European goods intended for the Pacific area,

Spuykendall, locs cite, 368; Purnas, ope eit., 120,
O%Furnas, op. cit., 123, 148; Stevens, op. cit., 11; Bradley,
ope cite,, 79-80, 215; Hardy and Dumke, op, ¢it., 177; Morgan, op. cit.,
76,

Hbradley, ops oit., 3ie
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Important not only as it indicated the growth of trade but as
it emphasized American commercial predominance was the presence by 1831
in Honolulu of nine American=controlled mercantile houses, four of them
dating from 182327

While one authority has written that the ™. . . sandalwood trade
was the foundation of the earliest noticeable Amsrican influence in
the Hawaiian Islands « « ,"58 the fact cannot be overlooked that
the earlier fur trade was daminated by Americans., It might be safer
to say, as does another writer, that American traders in gemsral were
second only to the missionaries in bringing about a wealkening of the
British influence in favor of the younger nation.59

In order to ewvaluate the vital contribution of the trader and
the missionary to the growth of American bias in the islands, it is
necessary to gauge the influence of the three early Ewropean entrants
into the arena of foreign activities in Hawaii, While the first French
attempts were repulsed and the Russian activities never received the
Czar's sanction, the British made decisive inroads on the emotional
and intellectual life of the islands.

French activities in the islands before 1830 were not menacing

and cams, oddly enough, from the machinations of one individual, Jean B,

oTRuykendall, loc. cit., 381, 383; Bradley, op. cite, 118.
58Bradley, Op. cite, 119. Bradley writes (page 18) of the

reference by the regmnt, Ralanimoku, in 1826, to the United States
President as "our chief in America.”

xuykendall, loce cite, 385
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Rives, who accompanied Liholiho to London in 1823 as his secretary,
At Liholiho's death, Rives went to France where, through pretense of
having weight in the Hawaiian govermment, he gained French govermmental
sanction and private financial support for an expedition that was to
establish a French colony and a Roman Catholic mission in Hawaii,

After an unsuccessful attempt in 1826, a second expedition
reached Haweii the next year, The Hawaiian govermment disavowed Rives!
actions, but reluctantly permitted the colonists to disembark and finally
allowed them land for cultivetion and construction of living quarbers.60
By 1828 only seven colonists, three of them missionaries, remained,
Except for the followers of the governor of Oahu, Boki, whose loyalty
to the royal house was suspect, the priests found few supporters. In
two years they gained about one hundred comverts .61

When Bolkl threatened rebellion in 1828, the priests were sus-
pocted of complicity, and the govermment forbade further native partici-
pation in Catholic services, Partly because some converts disobeyed
this edict and partly because the govermment felt that two religions
might cause dissension among the natives, the two remaining priests

were expelled to Califormia in 1831, the govermment paying their way.62

6°George Verne Blue, "The Project for a French Settlement in the
Bawaiian Islands, 182,-1842," The Pacific Historical Review, II (March,
1933), 85-89; Kuykendall and Dey, ope eit., 55-57; Bradley, Op. cit., 185,

61311(9, loo, 0it., 90-94; Bradley, Ope 0ite, 185-186; Hardy and
Dumke, op. cit., 179.

62B1ue, loo. cit., 965 Bardy and Dumke, op. oit., 179; Bradley,
op. oit,, 204, Bradley has an excellent discussion of the political
aspects of this affair on pages 203=211,
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Undoubtedly, Americen missionary inf'luence was arrayed against the
French Catholics .63 The American Board later upheld this attitude in
announcing that it was the duty of its missionaries to point out the
”e_rrors" of Catholicim.éh While these events ended the French in-
fluence for a few years, this insult to the Catholic religion and to
French nationals would rankle,

Baving no religious implications but more serious political
effects, the Russian move on the islands had come some years earlier,
The important fur-trading post of the Russian American Company at Sitka
(in Alaskn) found Hawaii a convenient source of supplies, Following
two exploring vessels in 180, a ship, sent by Alexander Baranov, chief
Sitka agent, in 1809, was believed by one of its non-Russian passengers
to be on a colonizing mission, but no such attempt wes ma.de.65

In 1815 Baranov sent Georg Anton Scheffer, a German physician,
to Haweii ostensibly to salvage the comtents of a shipwrecked Russian
vessel, But Scheffer was soon writing to officials of the Russian Ameri=-
can Campany that he had been granted land on Oahu, However, when he be-
gan construction of a fort at Homolulu, reportedly under the Russian flag, .
he was ordered to leave,

Going to Kauai, Scheffer by 1816 had agreements with the chief

of the island which provided a Russian protectorate over Kauai and Niibau

65!uyhmda11 and Day, ope cit., 57; Bradley, op. cit., 207-209;
Stevens, ope cit,, 15.

8ipradley, op, cit., 187-188,

€51bid,, 47-48; Huykendall and Day, ops oit., 35,
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and a sandalwood monopoly for Scheffer's company. In return, the chief
was to get Russian military support in ousting Kamehameha I from Oahu,
Scheffer reigned supreme on Kauai for almost a year, but American traders,
having acted as intefpreters for Scheffer, reported his activities to
Kamehameha I, whose order for expulsion was probably received gratefully
by the chief, now weary of Scheffer's insolence, After a brief resis-
tance, the Russians were forced to leave in 1817,

Scheffer attempted to get official backing for his scheme but
the Czar repudiated his activities, as did Baranov, The Czar probably
was mindful of the strong British claims to the archipelago, but Great
Britain neither took the Russian moves seriously nor made any attempt
to strengthen her claims on Hawaii through colonization, as was strongly
urged at the time by a British naval ofﬁcer.66 However indifferent
Britain seemed, no other nation's hold upon the islands was so obvious
in this period.

Most significant was the fact that the British had a clear claim
to Hamaii by virtue of Cook's discovery in 1778, Nor were the impli=-
cations of Cook's visjit lost upon the islanders, Despite American trad-
ing supremacy after 1790, Kamehameha I and his chiefs retained great
admiration for Great Britain, Other factors favorable to Britain were
pleasant associations with visiting British naval officers and the loyal
services rendered Kamshameha by two of his most trusted advisers, Isaac

Davis and John Young, both former English sailors, Marrying native

66pradley, ope oit., L9-52; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 36.
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women and settling in the iéla.nds, ‘these two men at various times acted
as governors of individual islands, Two other Britons held military
and naval positions under Kannhamha.67

From 1792 to 1794 Captain George Vancouver made three trips to
the islands, In the latter year he negotiated with Kamshameha I and
the chiefs an agreement which he believed involved outright cession of
the islands to Britain, although the Hawaiians probably intended only
to secure British proteetion. Various circumstences, including Parlia-
ment's preoccupation with other matters, defeated further action in
support of Vancouver's coup, Kamehameha I designated himself in 1811
a subject of George III, but, again, evidently did not propose thereby
to place his kingdom under British sovereignty. After Vancouver's
visits, few British naval vessels stopped at the islands, but the af-
fection for Britain lasted, as did the impression of British para~
68

mountey,. Kamohameha I only discontinued his use of the British flag
during the War of 1812 in order to assure the United States of Hawaii's
neutrality. In a compramise flag, raised in 1816, the Union Jack was

relegated to one cormer and red, white and blue stripes were a.dded.69

6TThe saying of the Hawaiians, regarding the British and Ameri-
cans at this time, was, "The English have men-of-war, but the Americans
have only whalers and trading-vessels,” Quoted in petition of New Bed=-
ford citizens to President Adams (n. d.), House Report No. 108, 29
Congress, 1 Session, 12. See also Bradley, op. cit,, L1-4Z, 57-38.

o9 F1 and DIMRB s [e] * °1t o9 I’E’ Wndall a-nd
n h’ F 33 ®

69?nrnas, op. oit., 122; Bradley, op. cit., L5<47; Ruykendall
and Day, ope cite, 37,
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When, in 1810, Kamshameha I, possibly in fear of Russian designs,
begged George III to send a British man-of-war to Hawaii, he found it
necessary to repeat his request before he received a reply, whieh, while
very friendly, gave no indication that Britain regarded Hawaii as a
protectorate .70

In 1822 Liholiho spoke of putting the islands under British
protection,n and it was Liholiho's fate to die while on a visit to
England in 182}, The British govermment instructed Lord Byron, who es-
oortea the bodies of the king and his wife to Hawaii, to take the islands
under British protection if any foreign power seemed likely to seize
them, but there was no implication of outright annexation. However, it
was during these months that the first British consul arrived in Ha.waii,72
and the pro-British attitude of the Hawaiian royal family did not die
with Iiholiho.

The early years of Hawaii's life on the world stage, 1778-1830,
wore years of fusion. Into the crucible went four main elements:
(1) the native Hawaiian civilization, (2) trade, (3) missionary activi-

ties, and () the influences of France, Russia and Great Britain, It

T08radley, ope oit., 4B-U9.
Tlguykendall and Day, op. cit., L7.

T21pid,, 47-4B; Stevens, ope cit,, 14; Bradley, ope oit,, 101,
The House Committee on Foreign Affairs reported in House Report No. 92, 2,
of the good impression made by Lord Byron in Hawaii, and further stated
that the " . . « English govermment had contrived to possess itself of
a very large share of the confidence of those islands.” There is a
further statement that the British consul-general, in 1826, claimed
Hawaiil was under English sovereignty,
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is notable that the last-named element, with the possible exseption
of Great Britain, was mainly active through informal channels, The day
of diplomacy was still in the offinge.

But the most significant development of the era was that, while
great European powers alternately evinced interest and disinterest in
the islands, the Amerioan sea captains and merchants plied their trade
and the Yankee missionaries taught the Bible, bound not in leather but

in New Englend wrapping pa.per.73 A new pat¥ern for conquest had al-
ready come into being,

73lax'a.dlc)y, ope ¢it., 52, expresses this same idea,

Tichas rman John Quincy Adams of the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs in 1843 spoke eloquently of this new type of conquest., See
Senate Report No, 227, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 121, Hereafter cited
as Senate Report No. 227, For an outline of the important events in
these early years, see extracts from C. C. Bennett, "The Hawaiian
Directory and Historical Sketch of the Hawaiian or Sandwich Islands,"
ibid,, 155-156,




CEAPTER II

THE GROWTH OF A KINGDOM

One statehood qualification claimed for Hawaii--its historical
American orientation--requires increasing attention in the review of
the years from 1830 through 1890, But bases of other averred qualifi-
cations--years of independent existence and practice in self-govermment,
economic stability, the successful blending of many racial cultures into
a democratic society and a long-standing public school system=-must be
traced through the period of Hawaii's growth of mational maturity,

In their maintenance of independence, the Hawaiians, after 1830,
chiefly dealt with three nations; France, Great Britain and the United
States,

A 1ull in Catholic persecution after 1832 ended in 1837 with the
refusal of residence to three priests (two of whom were French) and
Kemehameha III's decree against the teaching and practice of Catholicism,
Another era of native Catholic persecution reached a high point in 1839,
But, in that year fear of French retailiation and other factors brought

about religious toleration.l

1Bradley, op. cit., 287-29L; Kuykendall and Day, ope ¢it., 58~
60; Purnas, ope oit., 151-152, For the extent of perseeution, its

causes and the Amsriean missionary role in it, see Bradley, op. cit.
293-298, and Hardy and Dumke, ope ¢it., 180, That the policy of er=
ation, later guaranteed in Hawaiian constitutions, was enforced is evi-
dent in the fact that in the 1890's there were 29,685 Protestants in
comparison with 20,072 Catholics. See the report of Captain G. P.
Scriven and Lt. J. Yo Me Blunt in Senate Report No. 227, 53.
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But the French, self-appointed defenders of Catholicism in
the Pacific, were past mollification. Naval Captain C, P. T. Iaplace
arrived in Honolulu in 1839 and forced a treaty, the main provisions
of which guaranteed Catholics freedom and privileges equal to those
of Protestants and exacted a $20,000 bond for future good behavior,
Iaplace then required more: the trial of accused Frenchmen by foreign
Jurors selected by the French consul and entry of French liquors with
& limited duty. These clauses not only introduced partial extra-
territoriality, later gained by Great Britain, but made wvoid a previous
Hawalian law banning importation of intoxicants .2

Despite the beginning of construction of a Catholic church and
establ shment of mission schools by 18/;0, tension over religion and
1 quor importation continued, The Catholic charges of discrimination
in the marriage and school laws brought protests from the French consul
and demands in 18,2 from another French nawvel officer, The King's ref-
erence to his emissaries en route to Framce to resolve outstanding dif=-
ferences persuaded this officer to abandon his demands .3

The Anglo-French recognition of Eawaiian independence in 1843
did not ease fears of French aggression, although the $20,000 bond was

returned in 1846, A new treaty signed in this year still contained

®Senate Document No. 77, 33-3L; Bradloy o 0ite, 291-292, 311-
31, 317-319; Kuykendall and Day, ope Sit., 1- Hardy and Dumke, ope

cit,, 180-181, 183, 629; Furmas, Ope oit., 152-]53, Commissioner L. Seve-
erance to Seomtary of State D. Webster, March 12, 1851, Senate Doou-
men‘b NO. ﬂ, 88.

3Stevens, oite, 15; Hardy and Dumke, op. 0it., 181
. , 181; Ruykendall
and Day, ope cit., %1 s Bradley, ope cit,., b.iB 0.



30
undesirable features for Hawaii., After 1848 old troubles were stirred
by a new consul and led to a visit in 1849 by Admiral de Tramelin, who
met the refusal of more demands with a short-lived, destructive occu-
pation of various Honolulu buildings, after which he and the consul left,
A futile Hawaiian mission to France to gain reparations for this action
and a more equitable treaty was followed by French Commissionef Emile
Perrin's reaffirmation, in 1851, of de Tromelin's demands, However,
Perrin's discovery of the King's plan to cede the islands to the United
States in event of further French aggression led to a temporary agree-
ment and the threat of French arms never again plagued the islands,

A treaty, effective in 1858, relieved Hawaii of some objectionable res-
trictions and provided for the abrogation of others after a ten-year
periodes In 1873 these remaining restrictions were repudiated by the
Hawaiian goverment.h

But the French were not Hawaii's only intermational problem.
While the British govermment seemingly never desired possession of
Hawaii, British residents of the islands were concerned over the sha.fp

decline of British influence from 1815 to 181;.05 when Amsrican commercial,

ligenate Doowment No. 11, €465, 68-74; Kuykendall and Day, Ope
cite, 72-73, 110; Hardy and Dumke, ope cit., 184-185, 629; Stevens, op.
cit., 50-53; Richard W. Van Alstyne, "Great Britain, the United States,
and Hawaiian Independence, 1850-1855," The Pacific Historical Review,
IV (March, 1935), 16, hereafter cited as "Hawaiian Independence;"
Osborne E, Hooley, "Bawaiian Negotiations for Reci rocity, 1855-1857,"
The Pacific Historical Review, VII (Jume, 1938), 140, .

SKuykendall and Day, op. ¢it., 58-59; Bradley, op. cit., 281-282,
299-300. For text of the treaty, see Semate Document No. 77, 53.
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agricultural and missiopary activities far outdistanced British efforts,
By 1830 Britain had lost to the United States, in Haweiian eyes, the
role of guardian. The brief but startling resurgence of British trade
from 1840 to 1841 only tended to align British and American residents
of the islands in two hostile camps, Several Hawaiian court decisions
against British subjects in which the opposing litigants were either
Americans or had American support fed the flame., Complaints over these
decisions and other matters brought the naval commander Lord George
Paulet to Honolulu in February of 18&3.6

Meanwhile, Hawaiian envoys William Richards and Timothy Haalilio
had succeeded by April of 1843 in gaining a written promise of recogni-
tion of independence from Britain, as well as strong assurances of sim-
ilar action by France and Belgium, Then news of Paulet's seizure of
the islands arrived in London, Meeting Paulet'!s first demands, the
Hawaiian govermment, upon further British requests, had ceded the islands
to Britain, contingent upon final action by the London govermment, which,
it was felt, would refuse the cession.7 Paulet!s virtual diectatorship

of five months ended with the arrival of his superior officer, who

6Bradley, op. cit., 265, 270, 333, 394-397, 399-400, 409, L2k-
L428; Euykendall and Day, op. cit., 65-66.

Tacting Commeroial Agent W, Hooper to Webster, March 7, 1843,
Senate Document No, 77, 41-4B; extracts from James F. B, Marshall,
Vin Unpublished Chapter of Baweiian History," Harper's Magazine
(September, 1883), in Senate Report No. 227,_133-%55; extracts from
James Jackson Jarves, The History of the Hawaiian Islands (1846), in
ibid., k4=149; Bradley, op. cit., L20-L3L, LL7-L50; Kuykendall and
Day, Ope cit., 64=66; Stevens, op. cit., 1-16,
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returned the islands to the King on July 3-1.e While the British govern=
ment was quick to stamp Paulet's action as umauthorized, it used the lever
of occupation and pramised recognition to settle the complaints of its sub-
jects against the Hawaiian govermment and to insure French recognition of
Bawaiian independence. The final joint declaration of the two powers rec-
ognizing Hawaii's independence came on November 28, 1843. A new English
treaty was signed reluotantly by the Hawaiian king in February, 1844, for
it extended to the British the same two restrictions upon Hawaiian sov-
ereignty contained in the Laplace tmaty.g

After this time, increasing Anglo=-French cooperation seemed aimed
in part at preventing Amerisan possession of the islands., The Hawaiian=-
American annexation negotiations of 1854 brought strong protests fram
Britain and even talk of wa.r.lo

The reigns of EKamehameha IV and Eamehameha V were markedly pro=-
Englishe The formert!s preference for EBnglish institutions was shared by
his half-Bnglish queen, Bmma. The introduction of the Anglican Churoh

by these two waes one manifestation of the British trend; another was

8pradley, op. cite, 436-Ll0; Stevens, ops ocite, 19; Kuykendall and
Day, op. cit., 6'7%8;‘51?::&8, ope cit., 15)4-1'%? Hardy and Dumke, ope oit.,
181-182, e b e

9For text of the Anglo-Hawaiian treaty of 18L) see, Senate Document,
No. 77, 61¢ See also, B. Everett, U. S. Minister to London, to Secretary
‘of State A. P. Upshur, August 5, 1843, ibid., 133; Bradley, ops oit., 455-
L63; Kuykendall and Day, ope oite, 68=-603 Van Alstyne, "Hawalian Indepen=
denozc,) " 15-16., For text of the Joint declaration see, Senmate Document No.
T1, 60

10mpia., 87, 102-103, 125-126, 120; Richard W. Van Alstyne, ed.,
"Anglo-American Relations, 1853-1857," The American Historical Review,
XLII (April, 1937), L9L4-LOB. Hereafter cited as "Anglo-Ameriocan Rela-
tions." See also, Stevens, op. cit., 66=69, 71; Van Alstyne, "Hawaiian
Independence," 19=22, o S
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the gradual disappearance of Americans i‘rbm the cabinet, An unsatis-
factory British treaty in 1846 was followed in 1851 by a treaty reliev-
ing Hawaii of all claims upon its sovereignty. The nonexscuted British
Coolie Convention will be discussed later, but visits of Hawaiian royalty
to London continued to disturb the United States. While British con-
cern in the 1870's over the Hawaiian-American Reciprocity Treaty was
eased by the conviction that it would prevent annexation, the British
did protest the renewal granting the United States the use of Pearl
Harbor, The role of the British possessions as a market for Hawaiian
sugar threatened American commerce for a short period, but in 187l the
Americeans won another round with the election of Kalakmua to the Hawaiian
throne instead of the pro-British Emma , 11

British-Hawaiian relations during these years, with the exception
of the Paulet seizure, were mainly concerned with Hawaii's attempts to
gain a ,fé.ir and equitable treaty of commerce and friendship and Britain's
watchful concern over American and French moves toward annexing the

islands, But the continued English proclivities of the royal family,

papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the Umited States,
1878 (Washington: Government Printing Office,1878), ﬁgﬂdh hereafter
cited as Foreign Relations; ibid., 1879, 512-520, 525-526; ibid,, 1888,
Part I, 835':8'% Tk, 108, T99-000; Senate Document No. 130, 155-
158; Euykendall and Day, ope oit., 72, 105-107, 114, 1350=-132; Blake
Clark, Hawaii the LOth State (Garden City, New York: Doubleday and
Company, inc., 1947), 78-80; Bardy and Dumke, op. cit,, 18l, 629;
Stevens, op. cit., 157, 177, 183, 185; Hooley, loc, cit,, 140. Britain's
decreased concern over the Reciprocity Treaty is shown in an extract
fram a dispatech, Sackville-West to Lord Salisbury, November 7, 1885,
quoted by Allan Nevins, Grover Cleveland A Study in Courage (New York:
Dodd, Mead and Company, 1933), 550, L
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in addition to a heavy British popula.i:.ion in the islands, left a
permanent stemp upon Hawaiian life,1®

Unlike Britain and France, the United States made no attempts
at forcible seizure of the islands, but, as the nineteenth century
advanced, American-Hawaiian diplomatic relations assumed mounting sig-
nificance, However, this development primarily stemmed from American-
born or American-descended island residents who created for the United
States an undeniable special interest in Hawaii, While the missionary,
in time, was overshadowed by his merchant, trader or planter brother,
their combined influence made negligible the fact that the conduct of
the only United States representative from 1820 to 1839 finally led
to his recall at Hawaiian request., Hostile in his attitude toward the
missionaries, disrespectful to Hawaiian govermment authorities, and
disliked by American commercial and whaling interests, American Com=
mercial Agent, John C, Jones had been the subject for recall requests
since 1829, About this time French and English observers noted that
almost all the prominent foreign residents of Honolulu were Americens,
The most numerous foreign element, they controlled most of the success-
ful merchant firms and were the prinecipal agricultural experimenters.
Not only by 1836 did Americans possess four-fifths of the alien-owned

property and merchandise in Honolulu, but soon most of that city had

Lpryrmas, ope ¢it., 163; Barber, ope cit., 2=25, For strong
view of British role in meintaining Hawaiian independence, see Van
Alstyne, "Hawaiian Independence," 15,
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come to join the Americans in their celebration of the Fourth of
July.]'3

Unsuccessful attempts from 1839 to early 1842 to gain American
recognition of Hawaiian independence and the almost three-year missionary
effort required to get an American pledge of protest against the laplace
affair were balanced against a flourishing, mainly American-controlled
trade between the North American west coast and Haweii, Meanwhile,
Californians read Honolulu newspapers and Hawaiian Americans enthusias-
tically watched the American advance to the Pacific coa.st.u"

In view of the practical non-existence of an official American
policy toward Hawaii, it is not surprising that President Tyler and
Secretary of State Webster hesitated over the request of Hawaiian envoys
William Richards and Timothy Haalilio in December of 1842 for recogni-
tion of Hawaiian independence., But factors were brought to their atten=-
tion by the envoys, by John Quincy Adams and by other Congressmen--factors
such as high public interest in Oregon and Califormia, the opening of

China's door, naval schemes for Pacific bases, British and French threats

13Bl‘la.dley, ope cite, 89-93, 301-30,, 265-268; Stevens, op. cit.,
2, 23, See Foreign Relations, 1883, 564, for official Hawaiian par-
ticipation in the American holiday in 1883,

Wpradley, ope cite, 310, 402408, 315-316, 392-39l, For pe-
tition from thirty-eight American citizens in Hawaii, protesting lap-
lace's threatening words against American missionaries and asking for
protection from any future happening of like mature, see Journal of
the House of Representatives of the United States, 26 Congress, 1 Ses-
sion (Washington: Printed by Blair and Rives, 1840), 94L. Hereafter
cited as House Journal,
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+to Bawaii and Hawaiian missionary and commercial ties--which made
ominous Richards! threat that refusal of recognition might lead to a .
British protectorate, There emesrged, therefore, in a note to the Hi~-
waiian envoys, the so-called Tyler Doc'l:r:i.ne.]'5 In part, this note stated,

The United States . « « are more interested in the
fate of the islands, and of their Govermment, than any other
nation can be; and this consideration induces the President
to be quite willing to declare, as the sense of the Government
of the Tmnited States, that the Government of the Sandwich
Islands ought to be respected; that no power ought either to
take possession of the islands as a conquest, or for the pur-
pose of colonization, and that no power ought to seek for any
undue control over the existing Govermment, or anX exclusive
privileges or preferences in matters of commerce,

Congress and the govermments of France and Great Britain were
notified immediately of this new policy. Remaining in force, with few
deviations, until annexation, the two basic tenets of this policy were
(1) that the United States had special interests in Hawaii which no
other nation could equal; and (2) the United States would scrupulously
respect Hawaiian sovereignty and independence and would demand the samse
conduct from other nations. There followed in 1843 the appointment of a

commissioner of diplamatic rank to represent the United States in Hawaii.1l7

1>mawaiian envoys Haalilio and Richards to Webster, December 1,
1842, Senate Document No. 37-40; 6; Stevens, op. cite cit., 1-3, 5-12;
Bradley, op. cit., LL1-LL), n.; Randolph G. Adams, ¥Abel Parker
Upshur,” in Samuel F, Bemis, ed., The American Secretaries of State and
Their Diplomacy (New York: Alfred A, Knopf, 1927~1929), V, Ole

bpobster to Haalilio and Richards, December 19, 1842, Semate
Document, No. 77, LiO.

17gouse Document No. 35, 27 Congress, 3 Session, 1=-2; House
Journal 27 Congress, 3 Session, 250; Sena.‘be Document Noe 12,'%':60-
ﬁraﬁIey, op. cit., b[ch-hl;é Stevens, ope cit., 3-5, 6; Matheson, loc.
cit., 131; Kuybendall and Day, op. cit., HT% Clyde A, Duniway,
el Wobster," in Bemis, Ope cit., , 56; St. George lLeakin Sioussat,
"john Caldwell Calhoun,™ in ibid., V, 223.
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Noews of the Paulet seizure in 1843 aroused American public de-~
mands for a protest, There was a request to London to disavow Paulet's
action, and reassurances were not long in coming, While the United
States minister in London kept close watch, Washington reaffirmed the
Tyler Doctrine, but the whole question was settled with the returm of
the islands to the King and the joint recognition by France and England
of Hawaiian independence, The United States, with traditional aversion
to European alliances, refused to Join this pact but voiced again its
respect for Hawaiian insdepen.derme.]'8

The missionary and economic influence continued to over-shadow
unfortunate diplomatic appointments, The first two commissioners, serv-
ing in succession from 1843 to 1849, were replaced because of unsatis-
factory conduct.19

The forties brought the ocoupation of Oregon, the gold rush and

the oocupation of California, the latter event termed by one author as

"the greatest step toward the annexation of Bawaii."C These years

18Foreigg Relations, 1879, 520; Senate Document No. 77, 51-56,
65, 106=116, For protest of U. S. Commander lawrence Kearney against
Paulet's rule, July 11, 1843, see Hooper to Webster, August 15, 1843,
ibid., 51, 53-54. For appeal of Haweiian King to the United States for
aid in restor ng native rule, Kamehameha III to President Tyler, March 10,
1843, ibide, 49~51, See also Bradley, ope oit., L452-456, L63; Stevens
ope cit,, 16=20; Euykendall and Day, ope cit., 68-69; Van Alstyne, "Hi-
waiian Independence,” 15=-16, )

lgniller, ops oit., V, 602-606; Senate Document No. 77, 63-67,
85; Stevens, op. cit., 12-13, 20-23; Euykendall and Day, ope cite., 3=
T4; Sioussat, loce cit,, 223-22); St, George lsakin Sioussat, "James
Buchenan," in Bemis, op., cit., V, 329-330,

20Bardy and Dumke, op. oit., 4O7.
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also brought to Hawaii an unstable, often undesirable, American pio=-
neer element, made more restive by west coast expansionism and rumors
of filibustering expeditions. Hawaiian fears of the latter were real
enough to be commnicated to Washington. But, ‘dospite growing public
and official recognition of Hawaii's strategic and cammercial value to
the United States, there was little public desire, except on the West
Coast, for annexation of the islands before the Civil War.2t

Under Presidents Taylor and Fillmore a more able diplomatic
representative carried on the Tyler dictum of upholding Hawaiian inde-
pendence. In the former's administration a treaty of cammerce was nego-
tiated, becaming effective in 1850 .22

While the de Tramelin action had brought only slow and ineffec-
tual American protest, the later demands of Perrin brought to the United
States in March of 1851 a provisional cession of the islands, to become.
offective in event of further French threats. Webster, in line with
the Tyler Doctrine, promised United States naval protection for the
islands, but stressed the maintenmance of independence and warned Ameri-

can residents, no longer citizens, that they need not expect United

211?01' San Francisco-based filibustering plans, see Senate Execu-
tive Dooumsat No. 16, 33 Congress, 2 Session, 101, 108-109. See &lso
Senate Document No. 77, 120; Kuykendall and Day, ope oit., TL; Stevens,
op. o0lt., L42-1D. .

22gsnate Bxecutive Dooument No. 1, 32 Congress, 1 Session, 9.
For text of treaty, see Miller, op. oit., V, 591-599. See ibid., 606-
628, for extracts from source material, mainly manuscripts of the
State Department Archives, covering the negotiations for this treaty
and the previous proposal by Hawaii in 1838 for a commercial treaty.
See also Stevens, op. cit., 4B8-l49; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., Tk,
101; Bardy and Dumke, op. 0it., 629; and Mary Wilhelmine Willlams,
"John Middleton Clayton,"in Bemis, op. cit., VI, 1h-15.
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States protection or comnivance in ammexationist movements, While
there was much Congressiomal and press criticism of Webster's failure
to accept the cession, the policy tended to bolster the United States
in the eyes of the Hawaiian govermment, which had considered annexation
only as a last resort, and prevented further Hawaiian moves toward Brit=-
ish prc.rbeci:ﬁ.on.e3

Despite its policy of supporting Hawaiian independence, the
Pilerce administration, with William L. Marcy as Secretary of State,
found temptation too great when internal umrest, fostered by native
concern over their population decline, Amsrican residents' annexation-
ist sentiments, threats of Califormia filibustering expeditions, and
foreign dissatisfaction with govermmental land and tax policies, brought
the King to doubt his ability to maintain his throne, By February, 1854,
he was willing to cede his kingdom to the Thited States in return for
financial support for himself and dependents, By May informal negotia-
tions were in progress with increasing Hawaiian public support, but
when Eamehameha III died in December, the treaty had not been signed.
In January, 1855, his successor notified the United States that negotia-
tions were terminated, Failure of these negotiations was due, in Hawaii,

to the delaying tactics of Prince Alexander Liholiho, the future

2genate Document No, T1, 82-98; Journmal of the Semate of the
United States of America ~32 Congress, 1 Session (Washington: A. Boyd
Bamilton, 1851-1852), 572; Stevens, Ope cit,, 50-58; Kuykendall and Dey,
ope cite, 73; Robert McElroy, Grover Cleveland The Man and Statesman
New York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1923), 11, Lb; Clyde Augustus
Duniway, "Daniel Webster” (2nd term), in Bemis, ope cits,, VI, 108-109,
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Kamshameha IV, who, with native leaders, feared further inocursions of
American pioneers, as well as native treatment under Amesrioan juris-
diction similar to that aocoorded Negroes, The American residents, while
having gained missionary support for cessiomn, still included elements
who felt their economic and political ambitions would best be fostered
by an independent republic, But American acceptance of the treaty as
drafted would have been doubtful, due to Hawaiian insistence upon state-
hood status and a large financial settlement for the King, Following
the failure of negotiations, increased American interest in the islands
was overshadowed by events leading to the Civil War, although the West
Coast maintained its expansionist dreams, But Hawaii, in 1854, had
made its first bid for statehood.ej'"

From 1854 until the end of the Civil War, the outstanding dip-
lomatic events wore: (1) failure of the Hawaiian bid for a joint guaran-
tee of its independence by the great powers, (2) declaration of ths
United States against European meddling in Hawaii, with a pledge to

work against any filibustering activities and provide naval protection

2higonate Dooument Noe 77, 102, 117-130; Stevens, ops oit,, 60-

65, 69-T6; H. Barrett learned, 1lliam Iearned Maroy,” in Bemis, op.
oite, VI, 147, 290-291; Van Alystyne, "Hawaiian Independemce," 19-23.
Ertiole II of the treaty (Semate Document No. 77, 123) read: .

The Kingdom of the Hawaiian Islands shall be insorporated into

the American Tnion as a State, enjoying the same degree of sov-

ereignty as other States, and admitted as such . « to all

the rights, privileges, and immmities of a State as aforesaid

on a perfect equality with the other States of the Wnion,
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for its island intore.sts, and (3) the appointment in 1863 of a minister
resident to the islands, a move most gratifyﬁg to the Hawaiians,2?

Because of the annexationist sentiments of President Johnson and
himself, it was with reluctance that Secretary of State Seward in 1868,
in view of impending elections, keynoted by calls for economy and iso-
lation, had to refuse the suggestion of his seeret agent in Hawaii
that the time was ripe for pushing annexation. Under President Grant,
in 1869-1870, the American minister in Hawaii was urging a naval base
at Honolulu and reporting alarm at growing Hawaiian sugar trade with
British poasessions.aé At first apathetic, the Grant administration,
by the 1871-1873 period sutmitted its minister's suggestions regarding
annexation to the ’Senate for its views and sent a military commission
to survey Hawaii's strategic and cammsrcial possibilities.27 The Reci-
procity Treaty of 1876 will be discussed more fully later, but the Hayes
administration reaffirmed American respect for Hawaiian independence

and insisted that reciprocity privileges belonged exslusively to the

25van Alstyne, "Hawaiian Independence," 22-2l;; Hooley, loo. cit.
135-137; Stevens, op. oit., 79, 8l; EKuykendall and Day, op. ci¥., 109-
110, 114-115; Senate Document No. 77, 10, 130-133.

261(1nistor Edward McCook to Secretary of State W. H. Seward,
September 3, 1866, Senate Dooument No. 77, 133-135. For the correspon-
dence concerning the question of annexation of the Hawaiian islands,
see correspondence between McCook and Seward, June 7, 1867 and July 13,
1867, ibid., 135-136 and Seward to Z. S. Spaulding, July 5, 1868, ibid.,
10. ATso see, Stevens, op. cit., 106-110; Clark, op. oit., 11; ’ Goaate

Document No. 77, U2-15.

2TFor text of Grant's letter of sutmittal, April 5, 1871, and
dispatch of Minister H. A. Peirce to Secretary of State Hamilton Fish,
February 25, 1871, see Senate Doocument No. 77, 12=15, For the work of
the military comission—m.m; Stevens, op. oit., 110-113;
Hardy and Dumke, OPo Oito, m,
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United States. Under President Garfield, Secretary Blaine vigorously
defended these exclusive privileges and intimated that force would be
used to protect the Hawaiian govermment fram foreign pressure for like
considerations, Although he opposed the British Coolie Convention, which
would have given the British unusual privileges, and suggested some fomm
of American immigration to stem the tide of Oriental labor to Hawaii,
Blaine followed the Tyler pattern of reaffirming Hawaiian independence
and preferred "commercial assimilation" to "material annexation, "8

Blaine's successor, Secretary Frelinghuysen, departed from this
dootrine somewhat by suggesting that the United States would protest
any domestic policy which might hurt American investments or discourage
further foreign capitalization. But he, too, felt commercial reiations
were the best means to strengthen Hawaiian ties with the United S‘bates.ag

The Cleveland-Bayard combination did not depart from the old

policy, although President Cleveland, in a message to Congress in 1888

28Secarei:au-y of State J. G. Blaine to Minister J. M. Camly, Dec-
efiber 1, 1881, Senmate Document No. 77, 165, 166; Secretary of State
W. M. Bvarts to"d'c?ﬁl'i, August 6, 1878, Foreign Relations, 1878, LoL4=406;
Blaine to Comly, June 30, 1861 and November 19, IBSI, ibid., 1881, 624-
626, 633-635. Stevens, ope oit., 154-158; Joseph B. Lockey, "Jaxnes
Gillespie Blaine," in Beﬁg?, OPe cit., VIII, 119-121; Philip Marshall
Brown, "Frederick T. Frelinghuysen,” in ibid., 34; Donald Rowland, "The
United States and the Contract Labor Question in Hawaii, 1862-1900,
The Paoiﬁo Historical Review, II (Sep%ember, 1933), 255-258 hereafter
cited as "Contract Labor."

298901'01;&17 of State F. T. Frelinghuysen to Camly, May 31, 1882,
Foreign Relations, 1882, 3l3-3lk; Stevens, op. oit., 158-159; Brown,
loc. oTto. 3;.
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spoke of the "matural interdependency and mutuality of interest® between
the United States and Hawaii.io He opposed in 1887 a British loan of
two million dollars, which would have been secured by Hawaiian govermment
revonue.31 In the same year Bayard re=voiced Frelinglmgen's sentiments
in stating that the commercial interests of the Umited States " , . .
must not be jeopardized by imternal confusion . o . 32 h

With the caming of the Harrison-Blaine administration in 1889
and the appointment of John L. Stevens as minister to Hawaii, American-
Hewaiian relations entered a final phase which will be discussed in
the next chapter,

Two outstanding diplomatic developments of Hawaiian-Amesrican
relations during the period were the formulation of and adherence to
the Tyler Doctrine and the constant jockeying between reciprocity and
annexation moves on both sides of the Pacific, Before discussion of
the Reciprocity Treaty, some understanding of the general economic de=-
velopment of the islands is necessary.

The whaling trade, due to successive discoveries of new grounds
convenient to Haweii, was the governing economic facto:;' of the middle
years of the nineteenth century and reached its peak period between

18,3 and 1860, Whether or not ome accepts the statement that Hawaiian

30poreign Relations, 1888, Part I, xv.

6931'Nev'ins » Ope oit., 550; Foreign Relations, 1887, 558-562, 54,
568=569,

3%ge0retary of State T. F. Bayard to Minister G. W. Merrill,
July 12, 1887, ibid., 580-581,
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economic wellbeing "was a.lmosf campletely dependent upon the whaling

fleets"3d during these years, it‘undou'btedly was the life of the Hono-
Iulu m;rcantile business, Its decline in Hawaii was due, not only to
the illness of the whole trade, but to the use of San Francisco as a
more convenient pert .&‘
The trade, through its demand for msat, put livestock raising
on an orgenized basis; it increased govermment revenues; and, of course,
benefitted the merchants and the shipyards, Hawaiians, proving fine
sailors, -shipped out in such numbers that some have charged that this
movement contributed to the population decline, although this effect
is debatable, The development of Hawaii as a whaling transshipment
point led to the export of ;l.sla.nd products that otherwise would not
have left the islands, While the early social effects were detrimental
to native morality and economic stability, adjustment to western life
and the presence of a reputable foreign population of some size tended
to coumteract the more unfortunate whaling influences in later years .35
One important domestic effect of the decline in the whaling trade
was the disappearance of the great stimulus to small-scale, diversified

farming, which had supplied the whalers with vegetables and other foods.

33kuyiendall and Day, ops cite, 90.

3'!‘m:u-gan, ope 0it,, 76=T7, 140, 151, 146; Euykendall and Day,
ope 0it., 117-118; Bradley, ope cit., 215. For the local whaling trade,
see Ruykendall and Day, ope Sit., 117-118, and Morgan, op. cit., 82.
- For description of the various whaling grounds and annual Honolulu in=-
come from whaling in thirties, see ibid., 76, 81,

3S1bid., 81-82, 149-150, 85, 149; Bradley, ops cit., 227.
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This effect would certainly be deplored by those contemporary critics
of Hawaii's centralized, money=-orop agriculture, despite one authority's
opinion that whaling "probably retarded the development of large plan=
tations, which involvéd hard work, heavy investments, and high risk
of failure."36 The predominance of Americans in the whaling trade is
amply mirrored in the fact that, in one twelve-year period, 4,402
American ships vied with only 405 of all other nations., The trade
played its part in tying American interests to Hawaii. 31

But gemeral cormerce also brought Honolulu revenue, After 1830,
driven from the Alaskman coast and Oregon by the Russians and British
Hudson's Bay Company respectively, Americans monopolized Hawaiian trade
with California, Mexico, Peru, and Valparaiso, Chile, which in the
18,,0ts became an important link in Hawaiian trade, The Amsrican-
dominated trade between Ca;lifornia and Hawaii tended, in time, to
make the two areas almost interdependent, By 1863 it was repor ed that
Amsricans dominated four fifths of Hawaiian commerce, while they contin-
ued to command the mmltiplying genmeral and retail merchant establishments
of Honolulu.3 .

The era of the whalers passed over into the era of sugar but Am=-
erican predominance remained the common denominator, Contemporary to

both eras, however, were various attempts to develop other agricultural

3émyhanda11 and Day, Op. cit,, 90. See also Morgan, ope cit., 151,

378 evens, op, oit., 440; Senate Dooument No, 11, 39.

381bid,, 131; Jarves, loo. cit., 151-152; B
H » o ° -152; Bradley, ope cit., 219-
227, 392; Kuykendall and Day, ops oite, 87-88; Morgan, ops sits, 1003
Stevens, ope cit., 23, 40,
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and industrial enterprises, Salt was early an important export, reach-

ing & high point in 1847, with small amownts being exported until 1881,77

After some experimentation in the twenties and thirties in cot=
ton production and manufacture, little cotton was grown until the American
Civil War when a considerable amount was exported. But, by 1875, the
lure of sugar and unfavorable production factors led to the virtual aban-
domment of this orope Today it is still a dormant agricultural possi-
bility. O

A number of coffee plantations appeared in the 18,0's, and
coffee, as an export, reached its peak about 1870, Tending to suffer
from drought, blights and floods, as well as labor scarcity, coffee=
growing became a small=-scale, individually run enterprise, It still
has a minor role in Hawaii, and its greater development is advocated by
those who oppose the plantation systen.hl

Rice culture, after an early failure, had a boom period in the
1860's, followed by a setback. Thereafter the production of rice steadied
and for some years was second only to sugare It came to be mainly an

enterprise of the Chinese in the islands .1‘2

39Morgnn, ope oit., 9697,

hDI'bid. 159-160; Faykendall and Day, ope cit., 94-95; Bradley,
0pe oite, 3555 g

My yiendall and Day, ope site, 9li, 121; Morgan, ops cits, 161-164.

L g

l"zsenate Doowment No, 77, 131-132; Euykendall and Day, ope ¢it.,
94-96, 121; Bradley, ope Sit., 248-250; Morgan, op. oit., 97, 16i}-158,
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Mention has been made of the whaling trade influence on 1live-

stock raising. Centered on Oahu and Big Island, ranching at one time
rivaled sugar in the production of wealth and by 1870 had reached a
stable position which it kept until the end of the century. Exports
were mainly in hides and tallow. Goats and sheep also were raised in
some quantity.h3

An important economic development and a necessary predecessor
to the rise of sugar was land reform, The feudal system of landholding,
under which neither foreigners nor native commoners owned land in fee
simple, had been attacked since the arrival of the white man as a deter-
rent to foreign capitalization, which, in turn, would have increased
native employment opportunities. BEarly opposition to land reform by
the missionaries, who feared alien control of the land, disappeared as
they recognized in land ownership an incentive for the natives, who
were indifferent to personal econamic success. The King and chiefs,
standing to be the greatest losers and fearing further haole encroach-
ments could not long resist the combined commercial and missionmary pres-
sure, The first break came with the recognition in the "Declaration
of Rights" in 1839 and the Constitution of 1840 that the people had

property rights .U-t

Ibid,, 168-172; Euykendall and Day, op. cit., 96, 121-122,

M‘For a translation of the "Declaration of Rights" see, Sanford B.
Dole, "Evolution of Hawaiian Iand Tenures," (read before Hawaiian His-
torical Society, December 5,1892), in Semate Report No. 227, 99. See
also Morgan, ope cite, 123-128; Bradley, Op. Cite, 27/-200.
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A land Commission set up in 1845 to investigate and settle land

claims evolved the principle that the King, the chiefs and the common-
ers were each entitled to one=-third of the land, By March, 1848, the
land had been divided between the chiefs and the King, the Kingt!s part
being subdivided into govermment and royal property., On these lands
of the chiefs, King and government the commoners made their claims,
Already allowed to buy govermment lands in fee simple, the natives, to
account for their one-third of the land, in 1849 were allowed ‘title
without charge to the lands they occupied and cultivated, Despite a
lessening of restrictions on foreigners in 1847, it was 1850 before
they were able to hold and sell land in fee simple, The commoners made
1little economic gain from this reform, since they tended to lose their
property through sale or foreclosure, preferred port town life, and often
found their grants too small and scattered to support a family. How-
ever, the reform did raise their social status and legal rights, As
feared, the haoles were the great gainers amd, by 1896, owned fifty
seven percent of the taxable la.nd.l's

The last great econamic development of the period, sugar, had
its begimnings in the 1820's when the first plantation effort failed,
But small-scale production continued, along with more plantation experi-

ments, Exports grew from 8,000 pounds in 1836 to 750,000 in 1850, at

LWOyorgan, op. oite, 130-133, 135-137, 139, For other discus-
sions of the land reform, see Stevens, ope ¢it., 33=3l; EKuykendall and
Day, ope cit., 70-71; and Senford B. Dole, loc, cit,, 100-102,
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least eleven plants for manufacturing sugar being in operation by 1846,
The depression following the Gold Rush boom of 1848-1851, plus drought
and labor scarcity, reduced the plantations by 1857 to only five of the
largest., This survival based on bigness hastened the trend toward the
plantation system in contrast to the earlier plan of individual planters
sending their cane to central mills, After 1857 the number of planta=-
tions began to increase again and, by 1861, there were twenty two, Be-
tween 1855 and 1872 exports of sugar increased almost thirty eight
times, Overexpansion during the Civil War, when exports increased ten
timos between 1860 and 1865, brought bankruptey to a number of planta-
tions in 1867.1'&6 But expansion soon resumed, and, although greatly
benefitted by the Reciprocity Treaty, "It is not possible to take seri-
ously the legend that Hawaiian sugar was in the doldrums s or deoclining,
until rescued by the Reociproeity Treaty.‘l"7

Because of the convenience of hav:;mg the laborers live on the
plantations, because of the need both of the happy=go-lucky natives and
the non=adjusted foreign laborers for aid in obtaining the necessities
of life, and because there was a remnant of the missionary concern for

the less able, plantation patermalism developed, While more humans

and socially less restrictive, this system produced a hierarchy from

Lbyorgan, gzg_cit. 174-175, 177-178, 1768-181; Kuykendall and
Day, ops cite, 92+93, 119; Stevens, OPe ¢ite, 35-36s For other de-

tails of the early sugar industry, see Vandercook, ope cit., 9-11,
22-25; Bradley, op. cit., 242-2),7; Morgan, op. cit., 170.

LTn4,, 181,
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the Honolulu board member to the field laborer that was not too dis-
similar to the old feudal organization of t;oc:l.ef:y.,"’8 The persistence
of this paternalistioc system of agrioculture into recent times has pro=
duced ocne of the objectiond to statehood.

Another objection, %the great Oriental population, also figured
in the rise of sugar. The decline of the native population, in addition
to the failure of the Hawaiian to make a good field hand, led the Royal
Hawaiian Agrioultural Society in 1851-1852 to import some 300 Chinese
laborers on five year contraots. A previous aot of the legislature had
legalized contract labor. The continued rapid decline of the native
people spurred the immigration of some 55,000 laborers between 1877
and 1890, about half of whom were Chinese. Although an excellent
field laborer, the Chinese tended to leave the plantation for the ocity
or for small farms or shops, while the govermment, concerned over the
great rise in the Oriental population, began looking for other labor
aour«ma.h9

In 1878, the Hawaiian Bureau of Immigration brought in the first
group of Portuguese fram the Maderia Islands. This was the beginning
of a migration that lasted until 1913, when some 20,000 persons had

come from the Maderias or the Azores., These laborers were a great

)"BIbid., 187-188; Vandercook, op. cit., Sl.

l91bia., 53, 56-57; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 96=97, 156;
Bardy and Dumke, op. oit., 681; Stevens, op. cit., IL5; Furmas, op. oit.,,
133; Alex lLadenson, “The Background of the Hawallan-Japanese Labor Con-
vention of 1886," The Pacific Historioal Review, IX (December, 190),
389, 393; Rowland, "Contract Labor," 249-250, 5L
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success, but proved too expensive, due to the high transportation
costs and higher wage soales.so An attempt to bring in Polynesians
proved umsucocessful, while neither Buropeans nor Americans were at-
tracted to the islands for various reasons. But Buropeans did ocame in
small numbers, Norwegians and Germans in 1881, Galicians in 1898, and
a few Americans the same yea.r.sl

Therefore, Japan had hardly entered the international scene be-
fore Hawaii was requesting diplamatic recognition as a preluds to a
labor agreemsnt, Foiled in attempts in 1860 and 1867 to get even a
oammercial treaty, the Hawaiian oomsul-general in 1868 managed to send
to Bawaii 149 Japanese, without official Japanese approval. These
-laborers filled the sugar planter's bill, and he wanted more. Despite
a ocammeroial treaty with Hawaii in 1871 and the tempting offers of the
Hawaiian Board of Dmmigration, Japan r'o"fused to send more laborers to
the islands, Finally, after many more inducements, the Japanese gove
ermment in 1883 agreed to permit voluntary emigration. Despite ex-
ceptional care by the Hawaiian govermmeant to insure good treatment for
the Japanese laborers, Japanese oamplaints led to a labor convention

signed in January, 1886, Allowing for free emigration, the treaty also

provided for Japanese dootors and interpreters, free diplamatio and

OKuyiondall and Day, ope oit., 156-157; Vandercoock, op. oit.,
57-59; Rowland, "Contract Labor," 250,

511.ﬂ.denaon loo. oit., 389; Vandercook, op. oit., 55=56, Gl
Rowland, "Contract A Tabor," 254, See Ladenson, Yoo, clt., 389-390, for
reasons why Amerioans and Europeans did not come. See also, enclosures,
Camly to Evarts, December 22, 1879, Foreign Relations, 1880, 595-596.




consular contact with the laborers, and full responsibility of the
Hawaiian govermment for the well-being of the Japanese, Under this
agreement, which ended in 189, more than 28,000 persons came to Hawaii;
but the movement of Japanese to the islands continued until 1908, when
some 180,000 had come in, of whom 126,000 left ewmn‘t:ually.52

The opposition of the United States govermment, especially
under Blaine's guidance, to Oriental immigration has already been
noted.s It continued to voice its disapproval against both Japanese im=-
migration and the return to heavy Chinese immigration in the years fram
1882 to 1885 and 1890 to 1892.73

By 1890 there were 12,360 Japanese, 15,301 Chinese and 8,602
Portuguese in the islands, although, of 20,536 plantation laborers,
only 10,991 were under the contract system. Despite muoh public and
official oritioism in the United States of contraot labor, the govern-
ment of Hawaii shared with the planters' association an expenditure of
$3,000,000 in the late eighties and the nineties to bring in hborora.ﬁh
But Hawaii had imported more than laborers; it had imported the probe

lem of making an East=FNest melting pot a democratic society.

52yandsrcook, ope oite, 59-60; Euykendall and Day, ope oite, 157;
Ladenson, loc. cite, 390-L00; Rowland, "Contract Labor," 250; Forbes Lindsay,
"Hawaiian Problems of To-Day," The American Review of Reviews, XL
(September, 1909), 306.

53senate Dooument No. 77, 138-141; Foreign Relations, 1868, Part
11, 32-310; I5id., IBBT, BT7/-619; ibid., I88%, 555-555, 5oL-566; ibid.
1881;, 281-2814.'—1de., 1885, L0, MB-'ETG; ibid., 1886, 528; 1b1d.,‘TBBB‘:

ngt I, 83k, 86L-B8hH, 868-873; Rowland, "Contract Ls.bor," 250-252, 259-
262,

51‘8@070119, ope oit., Wh-145; Lindsay, loc. oit., 306.
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Economically the islands had passed from the seasonal and um-
stable whaling trade to gemeral trade and the plantation system of
agriculture, with sugar the chief crop, Economic development had
brought land reform, large numbers of Oriental residents and still
closer ties with the United States, But the link which was to tie
the islands permanently to the American economic system was the Reci-
procity Treaty., The story of this treaty is one of the most important
segments of Hawaiian history.

The Hawaiian govermment attempted without success in 18,8 and
1852 to interest the United States in a treaty whereby Hawaiian sugar
products would have free entry into the United States, the latter gain-
ing reciprocal privileges for some of its products, In 1855, during
the Plerce administration, a treaty was actually negotiated and ratified
by the Hawaiian govermment, The United States Senate, however, after
consideration until 1857, never gave its approval., Opposition of
Louisiana sugar producers, fears as to its effect upon most-favored-
nations clauses in other treaties, a question of constitutionality,
the feeling that Hawaii would derive the chief benefit, and public dis-
interest were responsible for the Senate a.ction.ss

Despite advocacy by the United States minister to Hawaii and

Senate interest in the 1863-184, period, Secretary of State Seward

25For text of treaty see, Senate Report No. 227, L5=l;7. See
also, Ralph S. Kuykendall, A History of Hawaii (New York: The Mac-
millan Company, 1926), 211; Stevens, ope cit., 47-58-59, 78-83; Hooley,
loce oite., 128-130, 132-133, 140-146; Thamas Ae Bailey, A Diplomatic
History of the American People (New York: F. S. Crofts and Coe, 1947),
Ird -E-:d.,-Eégo—
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felt the treaty would not be "advisable® since, among other things, it
would reduce war-time revvemxe; .56

The end of the Civil War boom with a concomitant drop in sugar
prices brought enHawaiian economic crisis and new demands for reci=-
procity. While expressing a preference for annexation, Seward in 1867
authorized negotiations ending in a treaty signed in May, 1867. Again
Hawaii ratified and again the Semate, after long delay, defeated the
treaty in June, 1870, While preoccupation with reconstruction problems,
Congressional animosity toward the Johnson administration, loss of rev-
enue, and particularly a constitutional question as .to whether the
Senate could act upon a revenue-reducing measure were important, a sig-
nificant development was the fear of obstructing annexation. This
latter fear stemmed from the idea that reciprocity would satisfy that
element in Hawaii which had been desirous of annexation as a means of
gaining econamic stability. There was little evidence of Louisiana
sugar opposition in the defeat, By February, 1873, public agitation,
propelled by economic troubles, forced another Hawaiian try for a treaty,
The King was persuaded to offer the United States the use of the Pearl
Harbor lagoon as a naval base, but lack of American interest in the
entire question and native indignation over the Pearl Harbor offer led

to cessation of efforts, But further Hawaiian agitdtion brought King

5689mte Document No, _IZ_’{_, 10, 132; John Patterson, "The United
States and Hawailan Reciprocity, 1867-1870," The Pacific Historical
Review, VII (March, 1938), 15-16; Stevens, ope cit., 96-97; Kuykendall
and Day, OE. citoP 115.
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Kalakeua to the United States in 187 partly to strengthen the hands
of his reciprocity envoys. A treaty was signed in Jamuary of 1875,
ratified by both countries, but, due to a req irement for a Congressional
enabling act, was not effective until September 9, 1876.57

As enacted, the treaty provided for the free entry of fifteen
Hawaiian products, including sugar, molasses and rice, into the Tmited
States, with reciprocal favors for American products, mainly manufac-
tu:res.58 Most importent, from the Americen viewpoint, was the amend-
ment to Article IV, inserted by the Semate Committee on Foreign Relations,

It stated:

It is agreed, on the part of His Hawaiian Majesty
that so long as this treaty shall remain in force, he will
not lease or otherwise dispose of or create any lien upon
any port, harbor, or other territory in his dominions, or
grant any special privilege or rights of use therein, to
any other power, state or govermment, nor make any treaty
by which amy other nation shall obtain the same privileges,
relative to the admission of any articles free of duty,
hereby secured to the United States 99

5TPor Hewaiian ratification of the treaty of 1867 see, Seward
to McCook, October 5, 1867, Senate Document Noe 77, 139-140. For
President Johnson on the importance of reciprocity and amnexationist
sentiments see, extracts from message to Congress, December 9, 1868,
ibid,, U2, Also see, ibid., 133, 139, 148-150, 160-163, William M,
Malloy, compiler, Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, Protocols
and Agreements Between the United States of America and Other Powers
1776=1900 (Washington: Govermment Printing Office, 1910), I, 918-919;
Congressional Record, 43 Congress, 2 Session, Vols 3, Part I (Washing-
ton: Govermment Printing Office, 1875), 14l; Henry W. Temple, ®William
He Seward," in Bemis, ope cit., VII, 113; Stevens, ope cite, 97-98,
100-106, 116-119, -'i%;'mmndall and Day, 2&;{%’9 116, 149-151.

#ua1loy, ops oit., 1916; Fuykendall, ope cite, 252; Morgan,
Op. cit,, 212,

sglnlloy, Ope cite, I, 917 For whole treaty, see ibid s 915=
917, For Gmt's_sﬁhﬂfél to Congress for enabling’act, Deoen.lber |
1875, see Foreign Relatioms, 1875, I, xxvii,
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This had the effect of preventing any other power gaining territorial
or political preferences and, in denying reciprocity to any other na=
tion, this clause meant the end of the further growth of trade with
the British possessions.éo This amendment made approval of the treaty
by the United States possible, As noted in the appendix to a report
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations in 189): "

The Hawaiian treaty was negotiated for the purpose of
securing political control of those islands, making them in-
dustrially and commeroially a part of the United States and
preventing any other great power from acquiring a foothold there,
which might be advorsg to the welfare and safety of our Pacifio
coast in time of war.ol

Real concern that the growing trade of Hawaii with the British pos-
sessions of Australia, New Zeland and British Columbia would give
Great Britain first cammercial and then political supremacy in the
islands was one of the chief motivations for passage of the trea.ty.62
The importence of "Reeiprocity, the Wonder Worker"3 is diffi-
cult to exaggerate, The {xnbeliovable increase in sugar production

(a ten=fold export increase in fifteen years), the strengthened economic

608tmns, Ope Sit., 125-126,

61"1'110 Hawaiian Treaty, A Review of its Commercial Results,”
Senate Report No, 227, 103, Hereafter cited as "Hawaiian Treaty,.".

&opawaitan Treaty,” loce cite, 103; Morgan, ope eits, 211-212;
Stevens, op. oit., 126=127, See also Kuykendall, op. cit., 253, and
Barber, ope cits., 30,

Chapter heading, Kuykendall and Day, ops oits, 1i9.
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ties with the United States and increased attention to Hawaii as a
strategic base, better wages, the stimulus to lmproved transportation
and govermment public works are discussed at length by many authors .6""
But more pertinent to the statehood question are the following results
of the treaty: (1) the native Hawaniian was pushed further into the
background, since he neither liked nor was skillful in plantation man-
agement or la.bor;65 (2) the planters' use of poor land led to "dis=
advantageous application of labor and capital;" (3) the treaty forti-
fied the trend toward a ome-crop ecomamy; (L) the treaty probably ac-
celerated the concentration of capital and economic control in fewer
hands; and (5) it stimulated further the importation of Oriental hbor.67
In gemeral it tended to emphasize the very points which would bring
oriticism to Hawail as a prospective state: concentrated wealth, the
plantation system of social organization, a heterogemeous population,
and the lack of econamic diversification. But it tended also to fore-
doom the monarehy, since it concentrated eoconamioc, social and, conse-
quently, political power in the hands of the very elements most ocritical

68

of the native govermment,

Sorgan, op. cite, 193, 213-215; Stevens, ops cite, lil; Hayken-
dall, op. cite, 257-258; Kuykendall and Day, ope ¢it., 152; Barber,
es 32

OPe ci

658tmns, ope eite, 143; Edwin G, Burrows, Hawaiian Americans
(Rew Baven:; Yale University Press, 1947), L1-i3.

%rz&n, ope cite, 215,
6Tibides Stevens, ope oits, Ui2-1i3; Kuykendall, ope oite, 256.
688tevens, Ope oit,, U,
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he treé.ty might be abrogated by either power after September 9,

1883, By this date United States opposition, camposed of fears of a
Pacific coast sugar monopoly, the argument of loss of revenue, Oregon
charges that the chief benefits went to San Francisco, criticism of the
contract labor system, and dislike of competition to damestic sugar pro-
duction and east coast refining industries, had reached a high point.69
Both the Arthur and Cleveland administrations pressed for simple renewal
of the treaty, but again the Senate Foreign Relations Cammittee offered
an amendment in April of 188 . Included in the treaty as Article 1I,
it read, in part, that the Hawaiian King

e o o grants to the Govermment of the United States the ex-

clusive right to enter the harbor of Pearl River, in the

Island of Oahu, and to establish and maintain there a coal-

ing and repair %ation for the use of vessels of the United

States, ¢ « « o

Even with this added inducement, it was January, 1887, before

renewal was approved, The United States had to ease the Hawaiian fears
as to the effect of Article II on its sovereignty before the King
i)uld sign the new agreement, Going into effect in November of 1887,

this treaty governed commsrcial relations until annexation, The United

States did not talks advantage of its Pearl Harbor privileges before

69"&:&11&11 Treaty,” loc, 0it., 103-113; Morgan, ope Cite., 213,
216; Euykendall and Day, Ope Cits, 159-160; Hardy a.xgxd I’)uﬁ, gh.oit.,
408-1409; Stevens, ope cit., 160, 162-16l;, 165-167; Donald Marquand
Dozer, "The Opposition to Hawaiian Reciprocity, 187 =-1888," The Pacific
Historical Review, XIV (Jume, 1945), 158=160; Foreign Relations, 1879,
““"“5?9?};1: L BLT; ibid., 1883, 5L5-546, 552-555, 557, B58-BET, B61-563,
F ) L ]

701[&1103‘, ope oit., I, 919-320,
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annexation, so that, in gemeral, the renewal merely continued the
effects of the previous treaty.71

While the Reciprocity Treaty was working its wonders, the final
effects of early missionary work in education was also becoming evident,
By 1890 some sixty percent of the native population was literate. When
various factors had brought a serious decrease in the effectiveness
of the missionary common schools (as differentiated from boarding schools),
the govermment, in 1840, had established a public school system, soon
directed by a cabinet minister., As the system developed, former sec-
tarian influences disappeared; English schools were established, the
use of the Hawaiian language finally being discontinued as an educa-
tional medium; American textbooks came into use; and some forty percent
of the teachers by 1890 were American, By 1888 all English-language
public schools were tuition free, but public secondary education had
yet to appear in 1890.72 However, public education was but one phase
of Hawaiian political development during the period,

Bawaii's first written constitution of 1840 produced innovations

in an elective House of Representatives and a Supreme Courte. But the

7100 ressional Record, L9 Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 18, Part I,
914-915; Part II, 12 ; Merrill to Bayard, November 8, 1887,
Foreign Relations, 1887, 588-592; ibid,, 1888, Part I, 835-837.

Tpoocording to a witness in the 189 Senate investigation of
the 1893 revolution, not more than one=twentieth of the schools used
the Hawaiian 1a.£age by that time, Senate Report No., 227, 269, Frear,
% cite., 11, » 146 Kuy]fgndall and Day, Ope cTté, 3582,321;1;6

; Stevens, ope cit., 9, ; Bradley, ope cit., 127-132, 135=136,
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hereditary House of Nobles was but an extension of the counocil of
chiefs which had been for many years an important law=-making body,
since the long minority of EKemehameha III had tended to make the king-
dom an oligarchy rather than a monarchy. 01d, toe, was the peculiar
official, kuhina nui, who had powers of veto and consent over all the
King's actions, The basic law of the kingdom had grown up in the twen-
ties when various decrees and codes covered murder, theft, Sabbath-
breaking, gambling and adultery. After Kamehameha III's brief fling
at absolutism, during which he abrogated most of these laws, a fairly
comprehensive penal code was established in 1835, The next year, the
chiefs, aware of their political ineptmess, had begun the search for
a mentor, and their choice, William Richards, in 1838 delivered a group
of lectures on political science and economics, based mainly, it would
seem, upon the Bible and the Declaration of Independemce, As a result
of these lectures, a declaration appeared in 1839 which guaranteed to
the people their rights of life, liberty and the products of their
minds and labor, It also provided a broad civil codee Another result
was the constitution, which restated the rights of 1839 and was notable
for two things: (1) it stemmed from the felt need of governing author-
ities for definitive political organization and represented the King's
voluntary recognition that his subjects had certein rights, and (2)

the King remained, with the kuhina nul, the executive, legislative and
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judicial head of the kingdom, despite the constitutional provision
for three branches of gonrmant.73

In 1842 the setting up of a board to control govermment revenue
and taxes brought many economies and an eventual end to the national
debt. By 184l John Ricord, American-born attorney general, had devised
an organizational plan, supplementary to the constitution, which was in-
stituted in a series of Orgamic Acts. These acts, dating from 1846 to
18448, provided for five executive departments and their operstion,

a privy council which took on the attributes of a cabinet, and an im-
proved judicial system, with circuit and district courts under a
superior court. Civil and legal codes were improved during the forties
to give the kingdom a comprehensive basic set of laws.

While no foreigners were elected to the legislature before 1851,
a small group of foreigners, mainly Americans, had by 1850 gained con-
trol of the judicial and executive departments, as well as having be-
come important policy makers. A monarchy with houses of nobles and
cammoners, seen by same as a British derivative, was actually an out-
growth of Hawaiian govermmental history, while the written comstitutiom,

universal suffrage and town meetings eloquently bespoks American ideas.

T3For a complete translation of the Constitution of 1840, see
Senate Report No. 227, 121-127. For constitutional development, see
Jarves, loc. oit., 141-143; Kuykendall and Dey, op. cit., L0, L9-55;
Bradley, op. ¢it., 271-277, 307-310, 319-325; Henry B. Chambers, "Con-
stitutional History of Bawaii," in Berbert B. Adams, ed., Johns Hopkins
University Studies in Historical and Political Sciemce (Baltimore:

The Johns Hopkins Fress, 1896), X1V (January, 1896), 10-17.
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Certainly the American missionaries had dons much, indirectly, to
forward the idea that the common people had certain rights.'n" As King
Kalakaua would admit, much later, in a speech to the American Congress,

n75

"Your laws and your civilization have been in a great degree our model,
) An improved constitution of 1852 provided: (1) definite separation
of powers between the three branches of govermment, (2) further checks
upon the King, although he retained absolute legislative veto, (3) par-
tial ministerial responsibility through anmual reports to the legisla-
ture, of which the ministers were members, (4) enlarged membership of
the lower house which origimated revenue bills, and (5) definite pro-
vision for universal suffrage .76

No significant changes in this comstitution were made during
EKamehameha IV's reign (1854-1863), but his brother, Eamehameha V (1863-
1872), desiring more power and fearing the effects of wmiversal suf-
frage toward increasing American influence, refused to support it,
Calling for an extra-legal convention to revise the comstitution, he
found the majority of delegates opposed to his wishes. A deadlock over
voting qualifications led him to dissolve the conmvention, abrogate the

constitution, and impose a new one, effective in August, 184l;, more to

m&yb@dan and Day, ope 6ite, 69=T2; Chambers, loC. cits
16-17; Bradley, ops cits, 326-332; Jarves, loc. cit,, 150-151; Stevens

_L cit.’ 25-28.
BCoggxessioml Record, L3 Congress, 2 Session, Vol, 3, Part I, 1.

76Chanbers, loce oit,, 17-20; Kuykendall and Day, ope cit., 75;
Senate Report No, 2'2'7:- 1@ Stevens, ope cit., 38-=39.
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his 1liking., This constitution of 188l made the following changes of
importamce: (1) removed the guarantee of vote by ballot and provided
property and literacy framchise qualifications, (2) weakened the sep-
aretion of powers, (3) provided a unicameral legislature, (L) allowed
removal of judieial officials, formerly appointed for life, and (5)
gave the privy council less control over the King and the King more
control over the cabinet, The King was responsible to no one. Op-
erative for twenty-three years, this constitution started a long con-
troversy between its supporters and those who preferred the more
democratic Constitution of 1852.77

Reestablishment of universal suffrage in 187l was the only ome
of many amendments which met with success during the brief reign of
Lunalilio. But the new king, Kalakmua, elected in 18Tl, used every
power afforded by the Constitution of 184 and turned wumiversal suffrage
to his benefit by appeals to the native voters. His dismissal of un-
obliging cabinets and susceptibility to bribes and adventurers marked
the years from 1876 to 1880, From the latter year until 1887, Kala-
kaua's rule became more questionable with odd deals with sugar baron
Claus Spreckels, legalization of the sale of liquor, unparalleled ex-
travagance leading to a great public debt, and provision for govermment
licensing of the sale of opiwm. Even progress in leper treatment was

injured by govermment sale of examptions from segregation requirements,

Tichenbers, loe, oit,, 20-22; Kuykendall and Day, op. eit., 11l=
11ly; Stevens, op. cit., Ol; Semate Report No, 227, 160-168,
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Racial antagonism was deliberately aroused, while the King advocated
a return to the native religion and embarked upon an ambitious scheme
for leadership of a Polynesian Ieague, a confederation of the South
Sea islands .78

These policies produced opposition leading to the organization
in 1887 of the Hawaiian IPague, composed of foreigners and soms natives,
The league majority wanted only reform, but a radical minority wanted
a republic and eventual American annexation. Election of a reforme
minded legislature was blocked by the King's control of elections through
bribes and ballot-box stuffing, Therefore, the Isague armed itself in
event peaceful change becams impossible, In addition to the political
factors, govermmental extravagence and increased taxation were made all
the more baneful to the planter and commercial interests by an economic
depression, It took only public knowledge of the King's connivance in
an opium license bribe to ignite the tinder box, A Iepague-led mass
meeting in June of 1887 was intimidation enough to force the King to
accept a new constitution, effective in July. The King no longer could
act without cabinet consent, appoint members of the House of Nobles,

which became elective, nor arbitrarily dismiss the cabinet., The latter

788tovens Ope Cite, 91-04; K

» ODe . ; Kuykendall and Day, ops cit., 162=
16l;, 166-160; Bardy 2T Duske, op. olbe, L11-412; Chasbers, Tou, oite,
22-23, For American political I%f'luence in Ealakaua's reign, see
Stevens, ggé_oit. , 117=118, 148-149, For Mark Twain's favorable im-
pressions of Ianalilio, see Frear, op, ¢it,, 31=33, For treaty of
confederation between Samoa and Hawail, see enclosure, dispatech,
Merrill to Bayard, March 29, 1887, Foreign Relations, 1887, 569=570,.
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body was responsible to the legislature which could both remove the
cabinet and override the King's veto by a two thirds vote, 1ess 1lib-
eral were property qualifications for both the Nobles and their electors,
which put this body almost completely under foreign control, There was
a literacy qualification for electors of lower house members, Further
foreign influence was gained by providing suffrage for all foreign
residents willing to take an oath to support the constitution, /7

Unrest continued, however, due to native antagonism toward the
increased power of the foreigners and the degredation of their highest
representative, the King, and also due to dissension among the reform
group. A pro-native insurrection in 1889 was quickly put down, but,
in 1890, due to native support of the King'!s party and division of the
reform party, the latter lost its legislative majority and a coalition
cabinet came into office, The King'!s attempt to revise the constitu- °
tion failed and his death in early 1891 brought his sister, liliuokalani,
to the throne, While she took an oath to support the constitutien,
Quoen Liliuokalani's desire for power was to prove both stronger and
more meaningful to Hawaiian history than any absolutist tendencies of

her predecessors .80

79¢hambers, loce cit,, 23=27; Emykendall and Day, ope cite. -
171; Stevens, ope cit,, GIE 1,5-153; Hardy and Dumke, Ope cit., For
text of 1887 constitution, see Merrill to Bayard, July 11, 1887, Foreign
Relations, 1887, 574=579. For resolutions adopted at mass meeting on
June 30, 1887, see Merrill to Bayard, duly 30, 1887, ibide, 583-584.

80myykendall and Day, ope oite, 171-173; Stevens, op. cit., 190-
192; Hardy and Dumke, Ope c;t,, 12; Bemnett, 100, cit,, 156-159; Merrill
to Blaine, August 1, 1889, Senate Document No."ﬂ," 7E"i7
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The years fram 1830 through 1890 saw the beginning or fuller
develomment of those characteristics which today either enhance or
detract from Hawaii's standing as a prospective state. Upon some of
these characteristics, it is too soon to pass judgment. In 1890,
Hawaii had only begun to assimilate her Oriental population. It would
be many years before the paternalism of the plantation system would
come to grips with organized labor. The intrinsic weakmess or strength
of a money=crop econcmy had yet to be fully testeds But, on some ques-
tions at least partial Judgment is possible. It was to Hawaii's oredit
that a scant thirty years after Kamehameha I united the islands, a pub-
lic school system had been established, and its advancement was sur-
prisingly similar to public school growth in the United States. Hawaii,
by 1852, was approaching self-govermment, although the King still re-
tained considerable power. However, demooratic advance had been imposed
from above; it was not the result of popular initiative. This fact
partly explains the later retreat toward absolutismv.. But another fac-
tor in that retreat was the growing antagonism of the natives toward
foreign political influence, a signal in itself of advance toward po-
litical maturity. By 1890 mnii had developed the structure for self-
government and a growing popular desire to exercise it.

In maintaining her independence, Hawaii was indebted to the
Jealous concern of 8reat Britain, France and the United Seates that
no one of them gain the opportunity to seize her. Obviously, she

could not have withstood actual attack from any of these natioms,
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but their jealousy would have lost much vitality had Hawaii not used
it to play one power against the other. Furthermore, unlike China,
Bawaii never closed her doors. By making her ports available to all
camers, no nation, for commercial gain, found it necessary to seize
the islands, Whsn her feudal land=holding system or her laws threatened
to provoke foreign interference, she made them conformable to foreign
standards. When foroed treaties ate at her sovereignty, she worked pa-
tiently but persistently for better terms. Probably Bawaii's mainte-
nance of independence was her outstanding achievement in this period.
Bawaii, the state, should have no trouble in dealing with her sisters
after her long experience in internmational relations.

The most obvious development of the era was the continued pro-
cess of Americanization. Americans had preached Hawaii's sermons, helped
write her constitutions, taught her children, developed her econamy and
became her citizens. Since 1843 Hawaii had benefitted from the protec-
tive cloak of the Tyler Dootrine, and, since 1876, she had shared the
wealth of the American econamic systeme By 1890, Hawaii had few virtues

and few faults for which Americans were not, to saome extent, respomsible,



CHAPTER III
THE YEARS OF CHANGE

Perhaps no period in Hawaiian history vies in inoident, pace and
controversy with the years fram 1890 to 1898, but most significant to
the statehood issue was Hawaii's attaimment of territorial status. In
general, despite political upheaval, the previously outlined ecomomic
and cultural trends 1;hioh would later affect the statehood guestion
continued with little change. However, the periocd brought climaxes in
the fields of Hawaiian-American diplomatic relations and domestic po-
litical growth,

Bawalian-American diplomatic relations fram 1889 to 1892
centered around sporadic attempts to effect a more ocomprehensive reci-
procity treaty. In early attempts the Hawaiian Reform Party cabinet
was handicapped by native fears of Jjeopardizing island autonomy--an
apprehension the political opposition used tellingly. Furthermore,
Ealaknua, on three oocasions, refused to sanction negotiations; the
cabinet lost political stremgth in the election of 1890; and American
interest strayed. By May, 1890, negotiations had come to a halt.

Disturbed by Congressional debate on tariff changes which would
threaten reociprooity benefits, the Hawaiian cabinet had seen the treaty
as a means of assuring long-term continuation of those privileges upon
which the Hawaiian economy so largely depended. Other objectives were

a larger number of duty-free products to encourage diversification of
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agriculture and industry and the long-sought, definitive American guarantee
of Hawaiian independence. Also desired for Hawaiian growers was a share
in a.ny' bounties or other benefits accorded American producers of similar
goods. The Harrison-Blaine administration seemed mainly concerned with
bolstering American predominance in the islands and answering Hawaiit's
threat to seek non-American commercial fields if reciprocity benefits

were ourbailed.l

Despite Minister John L. Stevens' stout support of a stronger
treaty and his warnings regarding tariff ohanges, the McKinley Tariff
Bill was passed in October, 1890. Eliminating all tariff duties on
foreign sugar and granting a bounty to Mmerican producers, it destroyed
Bawaii's advantage over other foreign sugar growers. For a time it
even nullified benefits to other treaty-stipulated Bawaiian products,
but this effect was rectified by Congressional action. Two years later
Stevens estimated that sugar planters and their associates had lost not
less than $12,000,000, while Queen Liliuokalani called for legislative
measures to stem a depression she attributed to American tariff poliecy.

A November legislative request was fulfilled in March, 1891,
when Bawaii recommenced treaty negotiations. It was hoped that an en-

larged free list would develop agricultural products to replace the

lPoreign Minister J. Austin to A. Rosa, et al, October l;, 1889,

House of Representatives Bxecutive Document No. LB, 53 Congress, 2
Session, 2/-29, Herealter cited as House Document No. 48. See also
Merrill to Blaine, September 7, 1889, ibld., 23~2L; Minlster John L.
Stevens to Blaine, October 7, 1889, February 7, 1890, February 10,
1890, with enclosures, ibid., 26-27, 35-36, 37-li8; Julius W. Pratt,
Expansionists of 1898 (BaltXmore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1936),
%%-3T, LI-L2; Stevens, ope cit., 196-199.
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sorely pressed sugar industry in island economy. Although the treaty
was a political issue in the 1892 election, even the nativistic Liberal
Party ourbed its opposition, so vital was the treaty to the economy.

This time, however, American politics intervened. President Harrison
failed to sign the treaty because of its comnection with the whole
tariff issue, imminent elections and opposition by domestic econamic
interests. The victory of the Democrats in 1892 ended further moves
toward the treaty.2

By late 1692 Hawaiian-American relations had reached a stalemate.
So praminent had these relations becamse, that, in 1890, the United States
raised Stevans to the rank of minister plemipotentiary. Yet political
oonditions in the two countries prevented further cementing of bonds.
BHawaii needed and desired greater economic concessions from the UTnited
States. But it had little to offer in return except greater infringe-
ment upon its sovereignty, a step the 1889-1892 cabinets founld impossible
to teke because of growing native nationalism. No A_marican president
dared offer more conoessions without cammensurate r;tumz. The idea
of a protectorate, as virtually proposed early in the first series of

negotiations, had been rejected by Secretary of State Marcy as early

2Stevens to Blaine, March 20, 1830, May 20, 1890, May 28, 1890,
September 5, 1891, October 15, 1891, February 8, 1892, November 1L,
1890, House Document No. LB, 51, 53=55, 84~87, 73; Stevens to Secretary
of sta®e J. W. Foster, November 20, 1892, ibid., 116-118, 97-107;
Liliuokalani to Legislature, Speech, May 28, 1892, ibid., 9L; Congres-
sinnal Record, 51 Congress, 2 Session, Part IV, 36%37-38, 3760; Blaine
%o Harrison, November 27, 30, 1891, in Albert T. Volwiler, editor,

The Correspondence Betwsen Benjamin Harrison and James G. Blaine, 1882-

phia: The American Philosophioal Society, 1940), 211-212;
SPevens, op, oit., 188, 200-202, 205; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 175;
Pratt, &P:-__-o-i 9 "JB-
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as 1854, as it was again by Stevens in 1892, With the suspension of
negotiations, that idea lost more prestige, and its altermative, annex-
ation, gained in stature in many eyes, both Hawaiian and American. By
1893 it was evident that some drastic political change in either Hawaii
or the United States would be necessary before closer relations could
become a reality. By 1893 such a change in the islands was undamy."’

Already outlined through the reign of Ealakaus, domestic po-
litical growth reached a turning point in 1893, In any summary, emphasis
belongs on the fact that early constitutional growth in Hawaii was under
the guidance, to a great extent, of the missionary element., As the
American Board became less active, those whites were lost who held the
middle ground between the natives and the E_a_o_];o_g_ less interested in

FAanaka wellbeing. Lost, too, as time went on, were two sources of

native leadership, the politically adept Kamehameha dynasty and the
chieftain class. Race antagonism, spurred by leprosy segregation laws
even before the tremendous increase in foreign investment and popula-
tion made its mark, flared openly during the reign of Lumalilio (1873-
1874). EKalakaua's penchant for despotism, extravagance and corruption
had brought on the white-led revolution in 1887, which merely inoreased

the tension. A native insurrection in 1889 against the Reform Party

3stevens to Blaine, September 17, 1890, House Dooument No. L8,
69; Marcy to Gregg, April L, 185l, House of Representatives Boport
No. 1355, 55 Congress, 2 Session, 70. Herealter cited as House Report
o, I%ES Stevens to Blaine, Pebruary 8, 1892, ibid., 835 Stevens,
op. oI¥., 202-203.
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administration was quelled, but both Kalakaua and the future Queen

Lilivokalani had been, at the least, interested and hopeful bystanders.
The leader of the revolt, half-caste Robert W. Wilcox, despite proven
guilt, was acquitted by a native jury, so intense was native feeling
against the 1887 econstitution, which Wilcox tried to overthrow. The
landing of American troops to protect American life and property in
1889, as in the election riot of 187l, set a precedent for the greater
revolution yet to come.

Kalalmua's death in 1891 brought to the throne the controversial
Liliuvokalani, a mature waman of education and experience in both poli-
tics and social work. Most striking, however, were her courage and
will--both of which she employed toward regaining royal powers lost

in the Constitution of 1887, to which she fook oath x'elucf;sl.x'nzly.h

,"Em'uo of Representatives Breoutive Document No. 47, 53 Congress,

2 Soaaioiwm(i as House Document No. L47; Merrill

to Blaine, May 8, 1889, July 26, 1889, Amgust 1, 1883, September 7,

1889, House Doctment No. 4B, 5, 14-18, 23-2L; Article 22, Constitution

of 1887, House Document No. 47, 340; Liliuokalani to Comissionor James H,
Blount, n. d. ount to Seoretary of State W. Q. Gresham, July 17,
1893,1ibid., 391, 1 : Stevens to Blaine, February 5, 1891, House Docu-
mont To. _a_ES, 7L4=75; Stevens to Blaine, 00tober 17§6 1889, Ngé vember L,

T6id., 30, 32; Semate Report No. 227, 195-196, 283-286, 292, 312,
h39-£|1.|1' T96-L97, 506, S2L;=525. For minor political devalopmants,
1889-1891, see Stevens to Blaine, November 1, 1889, February 10, 1890,
May 28, 1890, June 26, 1890, August 19, 1890, September 25, 1890, Nov-
ember 1, 1890, House Document No. 48, 33-34, 37, 55, 66-68, 70, T2-73;
Senate Report No. 22, beL-525. For discussions of I.iliuoh.lani'a
oharacter, see Senate Report No. 227, 177, et passim; Stevens to
Blaine, May 21, 1892, and Stevens to Foster, October 19, 1892, House
Document Noe hB. 92, 96 See also Euylendall and Day, ope oit., 174
and SPevens, op. cit., 192-193.
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Upheld by the Supreme Court of Hawaii, Liliuokalani won a

victory against the "missionary™ faction in appointing her own coali-
tion cabinet. The following months were quiet, although the wary Stevens
asked for the presence of an American warship during the 1892 elections.
These elections brought into the legislature three parties: the National
Reform, or Queen's party, the “missiocnary™ Reform Party, and a Liberal
Party, made up mainly of malcontents such as R. W. Wilcox, This latter
party, while anti-white, allied itself for same months with the Reform
group because of its opposition to the influence of the Queent's marshal,
C. B. Wilson. Together, these parties ousted three successive cabinets
chosen by the Queen. But some of the Liberals, disgruntled at lack
of representation in the all-Reform cabinet appointed in November and
impatient at cabinet delay in removing Wilson from office, threw their
weight to the Queents party. There followed in succession the passage
of an opium-sales licensing bill and the Reform- opposed bill establish-
ing a national lottery. Finally came the voting out of the Reform cab-

inet on Thursday, January 12, 1893.5

5In House Document No. LB, see the following dispatohes: Stevens
to Blaine, February 22, 1891, T7-78; April L, 1891, 81; August 20, 1891,
82; February 8, 1892, 87; May 21, 1892, 91-93; Stevens to Foster, Sep-
tember 9, 1892, 9l; September 1, 1892, 95; Ootober 19, 1892, with in-
closures, 96-107; October 31 and November 1, 1892, 108-109; November 8,
1892, 110. See also Senate Report No. 227, 290-293, 295, 312, 323-324,
519-520, 761-76L4; Blount to Gresham, July 17, 1893, House Document
No. 447, 1145 ibide., 94; Julius W. Pratt, "The Hawaiian Revolution: &
Eafxg“gc';rpretaﬁ”""on, The Pacific Historical Review, I (August, 1932),
290- . e
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A detailed description of events of the week following is not
pertinent to the statehood issue. Briefly, with a friendly cabinet
in office, the Queen prorogued the legislature on Saturday. That after-
noon she failed to get her cabinet!s signatures to a new comstitution
which she planned to impose through executive action alone. This oon-
stitution would have destroyed white political dominance. The cabinet's
refusal to sign had been advised by a group ocomposed mainly of white
planters and businessmen who formed that afternoon a Committee of Safety
of thirteen. The Queen announced a postponement in the proclaiming of
the new constitution, but the Committee continued to be aotive. On
Sunday a canvass of arms and men available for its support was made and
a mass meeting called for the following day. Disturbed by these ewvents,
the cabinet, on Monday, persuaded the Queen to declare publicly that
she had been under pressure from native agitation and would make no
further attempts at extra-constitutional change. Her marshal was un=
able to get the Cammittee to cencel either its own activities or its
mass meeting, while the Committee could not persuade any of the cabinet
to enter its plot to dethrone the Queen. The Queen's supporters called
& counter mass meeting at which her apology was accepted. More sig-
nificant was the Committee!s mass meeting, at which the action of the
Queen was denounced and the Committee authorized to taks all steps nec-
essary for public safety. It would eeem, however, that the majority
at this meeting did not have in mind actual revolutionary astion. The
Committee then asked Minister Stevens to land troops from the U.S.S.

Boston, a request fulfilled in the late afternoon in spite of protests
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from the Queen's govermment and the governor of Oahu. Several meet-
ings on Monday and Tuesday morning completed the Committee's plans for
overthrow of the govermment. On Tuesday afternoon, from the steps of
the Govermment Building, a Provisional Govermment was proolaimed. Reo-
ognition of the new govermment by Minister Stevens came before the
Queen's sutmi ttal under protest or the surrender of the Honolulu station
house where a large royal police force was under armse This recognition
was later approved by Washington as "discreet and in accordance with the
facts." With the surrendsr of the royal barracks and palace on Wednesday,
the islands entered upon a new political venture. The Revolution had
ococurred without loss of 111‘0.6
The proclamation of January 17 set up a Provisional Govermment
"to exist until terms of union with the United States of America have
been negotiated and agreed upon." A council of four men, with Sanford B.

Dole acting as president, was to ‘handle executive duties. An additional

advisory council of fourteen men was appointed to "have gemeral legislative

6Quotaﬁon from Foster to Stevens, January 28, 1893, House Docu-
ment No. 48, 133. Same of the best sources for information on the Revolu-
Tion are found in testimony before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
December, 1893, to February, 1894, Senate Report No. 227, 173, et passim,
and House Bxecutive Document No. lj7, which contains the correspondence and
report of Commissioner Blount. See especially in House Document No. L7s
Blount to Gresham, July 17, 1893, 1l4-120, 123-128; Queen's constitution,
581-590; Minister W. H. Cormwell to Blount, April 2l;, 1893, 27-30;
Minister J. F. Colburn to Blount, April 15, 1893, 30-35; S. B. Dole to
Stevens, January 17, 1893, 99; Queen's ministers to Blount, May 31, 1893,
82; Damon-Blount Interview, April 29, 1893, L7; in House Document No. L83
Stevens to Foster, January 18, 1893, with inoclosures, 120-131; in Jem-
ate Report No. 227, 37-39, 176, 218-219, 221-223, 293, 297, L93. See
also Pratt, op. olit., 79-81, 83-8L, 86.
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authority." With the exception of the Queen, her cabinet, and her mar-
shal, all other officials of the deposed monarchy were requested to
continue their duties. The Constitution of 1887, where it did not con-
flioct with the terms of the proclamation, continued in force. This
proclamation, signed only by the Committees of Safety, obviously did not
install a govermment chosen by the people nor respomsible to them.
Among its acts, while in power, were the repeal of the opium and lt;ttery
bills, provision for a national guard, and the distribution of crown
lands among the natives in an effort to stop Kanalkn population decline,
It seems to have provided ample protection for the Queen and made no
political arrests. On the whole, it was an able govermment and held
firm against all attempts, foreign or domestic, to dislodge it fram

pmr.7

This govermment sent to Washington a five-man commission to ne-
gotiate a treaty of annexation. As President Cleveland was later to note,
no time had been lost. The commission sailed two days after the Pro-
visional Govermment bad been proclaimed. Thirty-two days later, Harrison
recommended to the Senate a treaty for ratification. Requesting speedy
action, Harrison denied any American responsibility for the Revolutionm,

which, he wrote, resulted from Liliuokalani's attempt at unconstitutional

TQuotations from Proclamation, House Doowument No. L7, 322; see
also ibid., 321-323, 327; Blount to Gresham, April 26, 1893, ibid., 20;
Senate Report No. 227, 225, 227, 2ly7, 260, 306, 312, 358-359, 369-371,
B8, 50, 5Il; Theo. He Davis, "The Hawaiian Revolution,” The Nineteenth
Century, XXXIII (May, 1893), 830, 83L4; Kuykendall and Day, 0p. Sit., 1/J.
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action and the general inability of the monarchy to provide security
and good civil administration. Barrison further stated that restoration
of the Queen was "undesirable, if not impossible," and that only Ameri-

can aid could bring it about without great di.sorder.8

Be found annexa-
tion preferable to a protectorate for guarding American island interests,
which he characterized as "not wholly selfish."? The treaty so recom-
mended provided, in essence, that the islands "become and be an integral
part of the territory of the United States" 310 that the existing gov-
ermmént continne until Cangress provided a permanent govermmen®al struc-
ture; that further Chinese immigration be prohibited; and that a fimancial
settlement be made for the Queen and her heiress.ll It is notable that
the Hawaiian commissioners, while requesting "full, complete and per-
petual political union™ with the United States, suggested a local govern=-

ment like that in the territories--not stutohood;lz Later in arriving

8president Harrison to the Semate, February 15, 1893, Senate
Executive Document No. 76, 52 Congress, 2 Session, 2, hereafter cited
a8 senate Doocument No. 703 see whole message, ibid., 1-2. See also
President Grover Cleveland to Congress, December 18, 1893, House Document
No. L7, iv; Foster to Harrison, February 15, 1893, Senate Dooument ¥o. 75,
Z235; Stevens to Foster, Jamary 19, 1893, House Docm
Bawaiian Minister J. Mott Smith to Foster, February 3, 16893, Tenate
Document No. 76, 26; Dole to Foster, Jamuary 18, 1893, 1bid.,"23_€m-
missioners to"?oste February 3, 1893 - Fobmry 11, 1893, Semate
Dooument No. 76, 28-[;2

President Harrison to Semate, February 15, 1893, ibid., 2.
02reaty, ibid., 7.

lllb&’ 6=9.

12camissioners to Foster, February L, 1893, ibid., 39.
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in Washington were the spokesmen for the Queen, whose purpose was to
block the treaty. The Queen, on January 19, had written to Harrison
and staved that Stevens had aided the revolutionaries. She further

wrote that her surrender had been made with the idea that the United

States would make restitution for the "wrongs™ done her and her govern-
meni:.]'3

Meanwhile, on February 1, at Provisional Govermment request, the
American flag was raised over Hawaii and American troops ocoupied gov-
ermaent buildings. At no time, it would seem, did the Provisional
Government allow, or Minister Stevens attempt, American control of gov-
ermment administration. This protectorate, according to Stevens, was
necessary to give the Provisional Govermment time to organize efficient
police and military forces. He emphagized that a poorly defended gov-
ermment would be prey to interference by the British, to an Oriemtal
uprising, and particularly to trouble from the large Japanese population,
whose spokesman, a cammissioner, long had been demanding suffirage for
his emperor's subjects. Secretary Foster approved this protectorate
insofar as it was needed to maintain civil order, but he disavowed any
step which might jeopardize Hawaii's sovereignty. Steveas, evidently
feeling his action in line with this policy, kept the flag flying,

although American forces on land were gradually reduced. While the

13141iucknlani to Barrison, Jamary 19, 1893, House Document
No. 47, LiOl; Stevens to Foster, Jamuary 26, 1893, House Document No.

15, T3-133.




protectorate probably served to ease temsion, it was a step neither
necessary nor in line with American polioy.m

In Washington Liliuokalani's protest went unheeded by the Harri-
son administration, which, from all evidence, had been prepared for
some time to push annexation at the first opportunity. While the Queen
also sent President-elect Cleveland a plea to consider her case against
Stevens and the Provisional Govermment, time became her first ally.
Despite a favorable Senate cammittee report, the treaty was not rati-
fied before Harrison's term of office ended. Possibly the Senate had
awaited the views of the new oxecutive.15

Cleveland's views, if his immediate action is any indication,
were formed as early as late February. With a brief message, he with-
drew the treaty from the Semate on March 9 and then sent to Hawaii a
special investigator. By not sending a Senate-approved representative

of diplamatic rank, Cleveland unnecessarily exposed himself to much

u*SQnato Report No. 227, 32-33, 203, 306, 338, 340-342, L73-L7L,
553-556, 5B2; Stevens to Foster, February 27 and March 1, 1893, and
Stevens to Gresham, Maroh 15 and 2, 1893, Provisional Govermment to
Stevens, January 31, 1893, Stevens to Wiltse, February 1, 1893, Stevens
to Foster, February 1, 1893, Wiltse to Secretary of the Navy, February 1,
1893, Foster to Stevens, February 1, 1893, Stevens to Gresham, Aﬂgél L,
1893, House Document No. LB, 137-139, 1L40-1, 143-1L5, 1L9-153, -LB9.

15111iuckalani to Cleveland, January 31, 1893, House Document No.
L7, LO1-402; Foster to Stevens, February 22, 1893, House Document No. LB,
T2; Pratt, op. cit., 61, 69=73; Stevens, op. oit., 195, 200-212; Wathe-
son, loc. c¢it., T34; Donald Rowland, "The Bstablislment of the Republio
of Hawaii,™ The Pacific Historical Review, IV (September, 1935), 202,
hereafter cited as "Republic;" Bardy and Dumke, op. cit., L13.
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ocriticism. His choice of a representative, Commissioner James H. Blount,
was a retired Georgia Congresammn and one-time Chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. While Blount denied having any preconceived
ideas concerning the Hawaiian Revolution, his later testimony revealed
an attitude, if not of hostility, at least of great doubt toward the
events of the Revolution and the question of annexation. His previous
Congressional activities had not favored expansionism for the United
States. Blount further testified that the only administration view
with which he left the United States was to end the protectorate, if
possible. He felt, he said, that his only job was to get .’n.nfox':nart:.’l.c:mn.:l'6

Blount's instructions were to gather facts about the Revolution,
its causes, and the sentiments of the people toward it and annexation.
If opportunity afforded, he was to offer his services toward a settle-
ment between the two faotions, royalists and revolutionaries. For this
job Blount had "paramount" authority in Hawaiian-American relations in
the islands. Arriving in Maroh, 1893, Blount faced no easy task. With
the great uncertainty as to which regime--the momarchy or the provisional
govermment--would eventually be in power, the fears of reprisal must
have colored much of the testimomy given Blount. Furthsrmore, his main-

tenance of secrecy, a policy he felt wise, must also have hampered a full

mclevala.nd to Congress, December 18, 1893, House Document No. 47,
v; Semate Report No. 227, 385-389, L03-L06; Nevins,” Study, 55e; YoEIroy,
ope ¢1%., 11, D3; Allan Nevins, editor, Letters of Grover Cleveland,
1850-1508 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Campany, 1933), 312; NMontgomery
Schuyler, "Walter Quintin Gresham," in Bemis, ope. c¢it., VIII, 243, 2,5,
247; Pratt, op. cit., 121-123; George Roscoe Dulebohn, Principles of
Foreign Policy Under the Cleveland Administrations (Philadelphie:

University of Pennsylvenia, 1941), LO; House Report No. 23, Part 2,
53 Congress, 2 Session, l.
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investigation. Provisional Govermment supporters accused Blount, not
without justice, of giving royalist testimony the greater weight. His
two interviews with the Queen, however, both with Provisional Govermment
knowledge, seem to have been entirely within the spirit of his taske
No doubt, gallantry toward the Queen, as well as a certain distaste for
both faotions, played its part in his attitude toward his mission.
Blount's final report was sent from Honolulu on July 17, 1893, His
departure from the islands, after refusing to remain as American minister,
followed shortly, while Hawaii remained in a quandary as to future Ameri-
can polioy toward it.l7

One other result of Blount's visit was the ending of the proteo-
torate on April 1, Whatever the undercurrent, there were no demonstra-
tions either of Jjoy or sorrow by island residents at this event., Blount
felt the continuance of the protectorate neither necessary nor oonducive

to a fair investigation. Stevens protested this action in view of what he

considered a Japanese menace, but Blount thought this fear unwarra.ntod.le

176 reshem to Blount, Maroh 11, 1893, Blount to Gresham, April 6,
1893, April 26, 1893, May ah 1893, July 31, 1893, House Dooument No. lﬂ,
1-3, 4«5, 3-15, 21-22, 68, 16)4.3 Dole to Willis, January 1I, 1894, Sen-
ate Bxecutive Document No. )46. 53 Congress, 2 Session, 19, hereafter
o1ted as Senat-e—ﬁootmenﬁo. 163 Senate Report No. 227, 201, 309, 389-392,
394=396, LIZ=L1l;, L7, L50-I5L; Blount to Greshsm, Jume 1 and May 2,
1893, House Docmnent No. 48, 163, 155; Rowland, "Republio ," 205,

lacaptld.n C. L. Hooper to Blount, April 2, 1893, Blount to Gresham,
April 6, 1893, April 26, 1893, July 17, 1893, Admiral Skerrett-Blownt
Interview, April 8, 1893, Admiral J. S. Skerrett to Blount, April 1,
1893, Bouse Dooument No. k7, 8-9, 6=7, 21, 102-103, 11, 8; Senate Report
No. 22T, 305, 3%, 23, P, boi-kee, 561,
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The main conclusions of the Blount report were: (1) that the
voting out of the Reform ministry--not the Queent's attempt to procleim
a new constitution--was the immediate cause of the Revolution; (2) that
Stevens had actively and knowingly assisted the revolutionaries with
the purpose of achieving annexation; (3) that the Queen surrendered
with the idea that the United States would re-establish her throne,
once the facts concerning the Revolution were known; (L) that the Revo-
lution was led by men at least half of whom held allegiance to foreign
countries--mainly Americans and British; (5) that the people of Hawaii
were against both annexation and the Provisional Govermment; and (6)
that economic motives involving hopes for a sugar bounty and special
legislation to protesct contract labor, as well as a desire for the
economic benefits of a Pacific cable and Pearl Harbor improvements,
were vital parts of the move for revolution and annexe.tion.19

Even with due consideration for his difficult working conditions
and the pressure of time, Blount displayed, in his report, little real
understanding of Hawaiian history, and same of his statements about
that history were inaccurate. Perhaps the fairest judgment would be
that, in his geal to see fair play for the native Hawaiians, he failed
to take into account the deminant forces which had developed from Hawaii's

past. His judgment of Stevens' activities, a contemporary series of

19810unt to Gresham, July 17, 1893, House Document No. k7, 115,
117-121, 125-127, 129-130, 133. e~ :
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events, was fairly accurate. What he did not realize was that, while
American expansionism in 1893 was having its first great public test,
it had been active as a force in Hawaii since 1820.20

Although he accepted the Blount report in full, it was October
before Cleveland asked the advice of his cabinet on Hawaiian policy.
Based mainly upon the ideas of Gresham and Attormey-General Richard
Olney, the policy selected was essentially to use any means short of
force to restore the Queen to power. It was also decided to drop the
annexation treaty from further consideration. Like the Blount report,
this policy did not becoms public lmowledge until November.21

The new minister to Hawali, Albert S, Willis, was instructed to
inform the Queen of the President's belief that Stevens had been in-
strumental in the overthrow of her govermment. Furthermore, Willis
was to promise the Queen Cleveland's aid in her restoration, provided
she would agree to a general amnesty and to the acceptance of all ob-

ligations assumed by the Provisional Govermment. Having achieved the

2onlount to Gresham, July 17, 1893, House Document No. 47, 108,

135; Senate Report No. 227, 228, 310-312, 3ZI;; Dole to Willls, December 23,
1893, House BExecutive Document No. 70, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 4O, here-
after cited as House Document No. 70; MoElroy, op. cit., II, 57=58;
Sehuyler, loo. oft., ZL5; Rowland, "Republic,” 205; Wevins, Study, 55L4-
5553 Bailey, ope. oit., L72.

2lnowhnd "Re "
public,” 205; Nevims, Study, 555-557; MoBlroy, op.
oit., II, 59-61; Sohuyler, loc. oit., 2L5-2hBr .=
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Queen's agreement to these conditions, Willis, in the name of the Presi-
dent, was to ask the Provisional Govermment to relinquish pf.war."22

Willis, in a tense, excited Honolulu, first approached the Queen
on November 13 with Cleveland's proposals. But the Queen was adamant
in her desire for revenge--she talked in terms of exile, confiscation
of property, and even beheading. Her attitude caused Willis to feel
that restoration would also mean absolutism for Hawaii. While uneasi-
ness mounted, Gresham curtly instructed Willis to inform the Queen that
she must either accept the President's conditions or lose his support.
The Provisional Govermment, meanwhile, through its Washington representa-
tive, ocited to Gresham the world-wide recognition of the Provisional
Govermment's legality. It further stated that the United States had
never been accepted by it as a mediator, nor had the Unibed States ob-
served the international rules governing mediation. It warnmed that
restoration would require either foreign troops or a bloody revolt,
But Cleveland, in his annual message, had already announced that, in .
view of the Blount report, his only honorable recourse was to "undo

the wrong that had been done by those representing us "3 However,

22Gresham to Willis, October 18, 1893, House Document No. L7,
xxi-xxii; Schuyler, loc. cit., 28, Stevens' Tesignation had been ac-
cepted earlier. See Gresham to Stevens, April 25, 1893, and Stevens
to Gresham, May 18, 1893, House Dooument No. LB, 154-155.

23!933&50 to Congress, December L, 1893, Foreign Relations, 189,
xi. See also Willis to Gresham, November 6, 11, and 1B, 1893, and Gresham
to Willis, November 24, and December 3, 1893, House Document No. 48, 164~
167, 169-1T13 L. A. Thurston to Gresham, December 5, 1893, ibid., 171-176;
Willis to Gresham, November 16, 1893, and December 5, 1893,'?6?59 Document
No. 70, 1=3, 6=T3 Rear Admiral John Irwin to Secretary of Navy, Jamary 2,
TB9), House Bxeoutive Document No. 76, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 6~7, here-
after cited as House Dooument NO. 7_5_'.'
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the diffioulties onnounto_rod in the person of the obstinate Queen led

Cleveland and his cabinet, on December 7, to decide to place the whole

matter in the bhands of COngress.ah

As a result of this decision, Cleveland sent to Congress on
December 18, 1893, a special message. He admitted the inability of the
exeoutive to act further., He wrote that his aoction had beem hampered
not only by the Queen's attitude but by "unfortunate publioc misrepre-
sentation of the situation and exaggerated statements of the sentiments
of our people « « . " His offer to cooperate in any legislative action
"oonsistent with American honor, integrity and morality® seemed to indi~
ocate that he hoped the Congress would continue to work for restorat:lon.25

Willis earlier bhad reported more signs that a restored monarchy
would bhardly produce the best of govermments. But, just before Cleve-
land's message to Congress, Willis reported limited concessions by the
Queen. Finally, on December 18, the Queen agreed not only to full amnesty
and assumption of Provisional Govermment obligations, but to govermment
under the 1887 Constitution. But her action came too late. For, when
Willis informed the Provisional Govermment of the Queen's agreement to
Cleveland's conditions and of the President's expeotation that it would
"promptly relinquish to her her oomstitutional authority," the Provisional

26

Govermment stood firm. Sanford B. Dole answered that the project of

2iyevins, Study, 559-=560,

25¢leveland to Congress, December 18, 1893, House Document No. ﬂ,
iij-xvi. Quotations on xvi,

26'11113 to Gresham, December 20, 1893, House Dooument No. 70, 35;

see also ibid., 34=35; Willis to Gresham, December 9, 1B, 19, 20, 1893,
and Iiliuockalani to Willis, December 18, 1893, ibid., 17-30.
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annexation would be dropped only until the advent of a new American ad-
ministration. He refused to accept Blount's report as final or to recog-
nize the right of the United States to mediate between the Queen and his
govermment, Finally, he refused to eacoept the proposition of the Presi-
dent that the Provisional Govermment should step down for the Queen.

Dole oonsidered the whole matter at an end with the news of Cleveland's
subtmittal of the problem to Congress. The defeat, already admitted by
the President in his message five days before, had arrived in fact.27
With growing military strength, with mounting popularity, and
with the conviction that the Mmerican people would not allow force to
be used against their Hawaiian kind, the Provisional Goverrmsnt became
increasingly confident. In a subsequent series of notes, Dole charged
Willis and the slow-moving, secretive Cleveland policy with the respomsi-
bility for his govermment's having to bear heavy military expenditures.
Even Willis felt that the failure publicly to announce that the United
States would not use force to restore the Queen had created an éxplosiva

atmosphere in the 1slandl.28

27Dole to Willis and Willis to Gresham, December 23, 1893, and Gres-
bam to Willis, January 12, 189, House Dooument No. 70, 35-l2, h[u Senate
Report No. 227, L59; Dole to Willls, December 29, 1893, House Document
Fo. 76, 5.

285enate Roport No. 227, 30L4-305, 257, 250, 357; Admiral Skerret to
Secretary of Navy, 28, 1893, July 25, 1893, Angust 1, 1893, Septem-
ber 12, 1893, Ootober 10 1893, House Document No. 148, 50]4-506 Dole to
Willis, December 27, 1893, House Executive Document No. 79, 53 Congress,
2 Session,l=5, hereafter referred to as House Dooument No. 793 Willis to
Gresham, January 12, 189L, House Executive Dooument T.'§5',_53 Congress,
2 seuion, 2; Dole to Willis, January LI, 189L, Senate Document No. L6,
18-23; Willis to Gresham, January 16, 1891;, House Exscutive Dooument No. 112,
53 Congress, 2 Session, 2-3; Dole to Willis , February 1I;, 169L, Semate Bwscu-
tive Dooument No, 65, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 2-4; Neviams, study,W
NoElroy, ope c:lt., I1I, 67-68,
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After turning the Hawaiian questiom over to Congress, Cleveland
scrupulously kept it informed of all developments and supplied it with
all diplamatio oorreapondenco.29
The Cleveland policy gained no new lease on life at the hands of
Congress., The Senate Committee on Foreign Relations conducted a lengthy
investigation of American invoiment in the Revolution from December,
1893, to early February, 189L. Tts report has been variously described
as "remarkable”? and "an amaging series of contradictions.">l The re-
port of the chairman managed to clear everyone in both the Cleveland and
Barriscn administrations of improper conduct, with the oneption- of Stevens!
declaration of a protectorate, which was charaoterized as inwvalid and
dangerous as a precedent, (mly the chairman subscribed in full to the
report. The four Republican members of the committee, while accepting
in main the chairman's findings, claimed that Cleveland had no right to
question the legality of the Provisional Govermment once it had been ac-
corded diplamatic representation. Purthermore, they felt the activities
of Blount and Willis had been disturbing to island affairs and prejudicial
to the Provisional Govermment. The four Democrats of the cammittee, two
of whom favored annexation, roundly criticized Stevens as being instru-

mental in the overthrow of the momarchy and subject to strong rebuke .32

29c1eveland to Senate, February 19, 189l, Semate Document Fo. L6, 1.

3pratt, op, oit., 183,
313tevens » Ope oit., 265,

% Senate Ropor\‘. No. 227, 1-36; Schuyler, loc. cit., 249; Nevins,
Study, 5615 Stevens, op. oit., 265-266; Pratt, op. cit., 183.
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The partisan character of these dissenting opinioms is indication
enough of the tenor of much of the Senate debate upon the questions of
the Revolution and annexation. It was May 31, 189l, before a resolution
finally was agreed upon. I:I: declared for non-interference in Hawaiian
domestic affairs, and, in the old Tyler tradition, declared that the
United States would not suffer other nations to interfere. The House,
with less debate, had passed, on February 7, a set of resolutions of
similar meaning but also declaring against annexation and Stevens'
oonduo'c.3 5

From the events of the revolutionary period and the American i#-
volvement therein arose three points fascinating to contemporaries and
historians alike: (1) the actual effect of the attitude and aotivities
of Minister Stevens upon the success of the Revolution; (2) the motives
for and wisdom of President Cleveland's policy; and (3) the primary
causes of the Revolutiom.

Partisanship characterized both Hawaiian and American testimony
concerning the events of the Revolution, but there emerged from this
maze some definite facts. Stevens landed American troops against the
protest of the Queents govermment. The main body of these troops was
80 located, during the most .critical days of the Revolution, that any

royalist attack upon Provisional Govermment headquarters almost certainly

%roui onal Reoord 53 Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 26, Part VI,
5‘.}99-55003 01 2007-2008; for Senate debate, see ibid.,
Part I, 19' '75: 127"1329 20)4 206 hBo'hyh ,482: 523: 5673 621—_

628, 69)4-707, for House debate, see 1bid., Part I, 397-40l1, and Part II,
1813-1322 1825-1852, 1942-1969.
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would have endangered American sailors and marines. However, despite
much evidence to the contrary, this location did afford an awvailable and
central position for protestion of American life and property. The con-
duct of the troops was impesccable. There were no threatening demonstra-
tions or even patrols, and the men were closely confined to their encamp-
ment, However, it is diffiocult to avoid the comclusion that the wvery
presence of these troops was a source of intimidation to the Queen.
While estimates as to her military and police foroes vary, their numbers
must have been sufficient to partially explain the call by the revolu-
tionaries for American troops to land in the interest of peace and order.
BEven before the troops landed, it was probably the well-kmown annexa-
tionist sentiments of Stevens and his diplamatically improper contacts
with revolutionary leaders, rather than any sense of military 1hferiority,
which dissuaded the Queen's cabinet from employing force of any nature
against the Committee of Safety. Finally, Stevens' immediate recognition
of the Provisional Government must have weighed heavily in the Queen's
decision to surrender., Whether Stevens was the most discreet of con-
spirators or merely the most assidious of ministers in the protection

of his country's interests, his attitude and action undoubtedly gave

comfort to the revolutiomries.ih

3"'(:m.'nwll to Blount, April 24, 1893, Colburn to Blount, April 15,
1893, C. J. MoCarthy to C. B. Wilson, May 1, 1893, A. S. Cleghorn to
Stevens, January 16, 1893, Foreign Minister Samuel Parker to Stevens,
January 16, 1893, Dole to Stevens, January 17, 1893, Blount to Gresham,
May 6 and July 17, 1893, Waterhouse-Blount interview, May 2, 1893,
Skerrett to Blount, May 20, 1893, House Document No. L7, 27-30, 30-35,
599-600, 572, 591, xviii, 60-61, 1T7-II9, 123, I25-I28, 11, 55, 72;



Partisanship, too, dominated contemporary estimates of the
motives and wisdom of President Cleveland's policy in bloocking annexa-
tion. There were charges that Cleveland had allowed free rein to Gresham's
personal emmity for BArrison and the late Blaine, a close friend of Stevens,
The President's decision in favor of restoration of the Queen brought him
under fire from church groups, sympathetie to the Hawaiian missionaries!
heirs. He faced the full flood of expansionist propaganda, as exempli=
fied in the writings of Captain A. T. Mahan and Admiral George E. Belknap
and the criticism of expansionist-minded political opponents. If Cleve-
land was not actually distrustful of Harrison's handling of the Hawaiian
question, he was openly suspicious of the speed with which the treaty
of annexation had been negotiated. But Cleveland!'s main motives seem
to have been: (1) concern that the will of the Hawaiian people as to
govermment and annexation be carried out; (2) opposition to expansionism
and amexation as an American policy; and (3) determination that American
national honor not be sullied by any aequisition of territory under doubt-
ful circumstanoes. Cleveland!'s policy attained success in only two par-

tioculars, a temporary delay in expansionism and the presentation to the

ibid., 57-59; Hawaiian Commissioners to Foster, February 3 and 11, 1893,
Senate Document No. 76, 29, L1; Senate Report No. 227, 184-186, 208
ZI533, 307-306, 337-3L0, 345, %3, 3718-319, /I, Bh-385, Luli-LL6,
LL9-L50, Ls2, Ll»5)4. L57, L69, LT12, L9, h93-’49h, L99-500, 513, 5L3, 550-
551, 568 Maps Nos. 7 and 9; Bailey, ope oit., L470; Pratt, op. oit., 85,
91, 93, 95-99, 10L, 107-109; Schuyler, loo, oit., 2Ll Stevenms, op. cit.,
222-229; Nevins, Study, 551. For Stevens' annexationist sentiments, see
Stevens to Blaine, February 8, 1892 and April 2, 1892, Stevens to Foster,
November 20, 1892 and Febnmry 1, 1893, House Document Fo. L8, 87-88,
90-91, 114-115, 134-136.
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world of an example of high national morality in dealing with a small
nation. On the debit side, Cleveland showed, at the very least, a lack
of foresight in his selection of an issue in which to display natiomal
morality. Whether morally right or not, the Provisional Govermment had
been correct in stating that the issue as to who would govern Hawaii had
been settled with the Queent's surrender. Without foreign aid, the Queen
never could have regained her throne. Cleveland had not the power, nor
would Congress grant the power, to give that aide There is the further
question as to whether a nation has more right to enhance its national
honor at the expense of a weaker goverrment than to enhance its econamic
or territorial status. Finally, the cumberscme handling of the Cleveland
policy kept the islands in a state of turmoil for almost a year. Cleve-
land could have accamplished his purpose, with less harm to Hawaii, by
simply annoumncing the permanent withdrawal of the treaty from further

consideration .35

35Cleveland to Congress, December 1893, House Doocument No. L7,
iii-v; Senate Report No. 227, 127-137; Cleveland To Senator William Fe
Vilas, May 29, 169, Cleveland to Richard Olney, June 19, 1897 and
July 8, 1898, Cleveland to Associated Press, January 24, 1898, Cleve-
land to Thomas F. Bayard, February 13, 1895, Charles F. Adams, Jr., to
Cleveland, November 18, 1893, Nevins, Letters, 353, L78, 502, L91-492,
377-378, 339; A. T. Mahan, "Hawaii and Our Future Sea Power," The
Forum, XV, (March, 1893), 1-11; George E. Belknap, Boston Herald,
Janmuery 31, 1893, Senate Report No. 227, 169-171; H. C. Lodge, "Our
Blundering Foreign Policy,” The Forum, XIX (March, 1895), 8-10, 16-17;
Davis, loc. oite, 8343 Schuyler, loc. olt., 243-2),5, 27, 249250, 268-
269; MoElroy, op. oit., II, L5, 59, I, 2L1; Nevins, Study, 552-55L, 558,
560~562; Rowland, WRepublic," 203-204; Bailey, ope. oit., 471-473;
Dulebohn, ope eit., lj1=43. For a defense of Harrison's quiek work
on the 189% %treaty, see John W. Foster, Diplamatic Memoirs (Bostan:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1909), II, 167-158.
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As to the primary causes for the Revolution, the following are
the main theories: (1) a conspiracy by the =mmall, secret Annexation
Club to make Hawaii an American territory; (2) a movement by the sugar
interests for econamic gain through absorption into the American econamic
system; (3) a moral crusade a.gainsi; political and personal immorality
within the Bawaiian govermment and court; and (4) a drive for a govern-
ment which would provide econamic and political seourity fram both
foreign and damestio threats, |

The first theory rests upon the role which Annexation Club mem=
bers played in the Revolution and a statement, made on May 27, 1892,
by one member in whioh the aotual events of the Revolution almost
were predicted in detail. This theory maintains that the Queen's move
to abrogate the Constitution of 1887 was merely the mistake for which
these men waited, although mauy supporters of the Provisional Govermment
later denied any knowledge of a revolutiomary plot previous to the Queen's
aotion. However, without at least the tacit support of much of Hawaiirs
population, either through sympathy or indifference, it is not likely
that the Provisional Govermment oould have stood long. Whatever the
role of the Annexation Club, its motives were shared by a much larger
group.36

The pioture of the Revolution as the work of the Hawaiian sugar

barons, discontented under the MoKinley Tariff and eager for Amerioan

56mtt, op. oit., 57-62; Pratt, loo. cit., 286-288; Stevens,

op. oit., 206-208, 21271, 217; Senate Report Wo. 227, 223-22l,, 300,
185153 508.
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bounties and expenditures on a cable and Pearl Harbor improvements, has
many flaws. The leading sugar baron, Claus Spreckels, was very late
to join the annexationist movement--almost four months after the Revo-
lution. The sugar planters stood to lose, under American laws, their
profitable contract labor system, and the continuance of the bounty sys-
tem was dependent upon the whim of Congress. Although some planters
supported the Revolution, sound business principles hardly pointed to
annexation as the best solution to their problems. However, since most
revolutionary leaders owned sugar stock and most haoles were affected,
because of sugar'!s econamic dominance, by any variation in its pros-
perity, the desire for a govermment providing econamic stability would
concami tantly mean a govermment protecting sugar interests and invest-
ments. The theory that sugar was the basic cause of the Revolution
through its responsibility for the Asiatic population increase, which,
supposedly, drove the whites to revolution to prevent Oriental political
control has less to recammend it. While the fear of Asiatic dominance
was & force in the later moves for amnexation, this fear had not fully

developed at the time of the Revolutiom.!

3Tcornwell to Blount, April 2);, 1893, and Blount to Gresham,
July 17, 1893, House Docunent No. L7, 27-30, 133; Pratt, loc. oit.,
27L4-275, 278-280; Hardy and Dumke, op. cit., L13; KwhndaT nd Day,
op. cit., 175; Rowland, "Republic," 201; Nevins, Study, 555; Senate
Report No. 227, 301; Stevens, op. cit., 21, 21&n—'ﬁ'ohud D. Weigle,
WSugar and the Hawaiian Revolution," The Pacific Historical Review,
XVI (February, 1947), 57-58, Ll; WillTam X, Russ, Jr., "Ilis Role of
Sugar in Hawaiian Annexation,® The Pacific Historical Review, XII
(December, 19k3), Hu3-3i 39-350.
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As to the moral crusade, there has been suggested a resurgence
of missionary wrath against a govermment, vulnerable to charges of
bribery, which enacted distillery, lottery and opium bills. Further=-
more, the theory runs, there was revulsion against the immorality of the
Queen and her court. But the Queen had been accepted in the best Hawi-
ian social circles and the evidence as to her immorality was almost
exclusively heresay. The opium and lothery bills, hardly excuses for
a revolution, would have increased the revenue of a govermment not too
wealthyes The former possibly would have allowed the legal control of
a long=-existing opium trade and the latter, by its own terms, provided
for the expenditure of the loteery income on badly needed public works.
While the need for improved morality, both political and personal, may
have been recognized, it was hardly a main force in bringing about the
Revolution, >

The last theory, the desire for a stable govermment, seems to
have been the underlying cause of the Revolution. Undoubtedly the Anglo=-
Saxon sense of superiority had its part in this white-led revolution for
govermment by American standards, but Hawaiian history had hardly proven

Kanaka political abilities to be outstanding. The property-holding ele=-

ments no longer could trust a native-controlled govermment to protect
their finanocial interests. A recent near panic in withdrawals from the

postal savings bank was but one more indication of the need for sounder

38genate Report No., 227, 176-177, 214-215, 301, 58l, 761-76ls
Wundenberg-Blount interview, May 15, 1893, House Document No. L7, 91;
Pratt, loc. oit., 275-277, 280-28Li; Stevens, op. oit., 192-193.
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govermment financing. There seemed to be a conviction that the monarchy
could no longer unify politically the fractious, heterogenous population
of the islands. With the ousting of the Reform cabinet, followed by the
Queen's threat of a new constitution demying the property-holding interests
even partial control of the govermment, the Revolution was at hande While
the presence of a sympathetic Amérioan minister may have influenced the
timing of the Revolution, the monarchy was at the point of disintegration.
It could no longer meet the needs of its powerful white subjects and resi-
dents. The past made it inevitable, too, that, in seekdng the fulfill- |
ment of its need for protection and stability, this white element should
turn to the United States.)”

As to annexation, it seems clear that, at the time of the Revolu-
tion, a majority of the people of Hawaii were opposed. While most of the
foreign element was favo;'able, with the exception of some of the English,

the native vote surely would have defeated the issue in any plobisoite."‘o

39B1lount to Gresham, July 17, 1893, Cormnwell to Blount, April 2l,
1893, House Document No. h?, 115, 133, 27-30; Damon=-Blount interview,
April 23, 16893, 1bid., Ll Stevens to Foster, January 18, 1893, House
Doemont No. bB, 3 Bailey, ope cit-. L59; Rowland, "Republio " 20I;

s 551; Euykendall and Day, op. cit., 175; Stevens, op. cit.,

227-229; t loo. cit., 28L, 293-29h: TE, op. cit., 36; Senate
Raport No. 227, 180, 130, 194, 20k, 207, 218, 225-226, 238, 211, 311,

g 2, 503-50)4, 510-511; Blount to Gresham, April 26, 1893,
Houao Docment No. L7, 19-20. Foreigners paid an estimated four f£ifths
‘of the taxes. sSee denate Report No. 227, E;

Log1 0wt to Gresham, April 26, 1893, May 24, 1893, June 1, 1893,
July 17, 1893, Wundenberg-Blount interview, June 5, 1893, Damon-Blount
interview, April 29, 1893, Petitions against annexation to Blount,
n. d., House Document No. L7, 2, 66-68, 77, 133, 97, L6, 683-68l; Semh
Report m‘rqgg_sw; MoElroy, ope cit., II, 57e
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Long before the Senate resolution of May 31, 189l, ended all
hopes of immediate annexation, Provisional Goverrment leaders were pre-
paring a new govermment for Haweili. Willis, shortly after his arriwal,
reported much exocitement about rumors that the Provisional Govermment
was planning a republic, while specters of attack continued to trouble
both the govermment and the troyalists, each suspicious of the o‘t:her.,":L

The Provisional Govermment obviously had been a temporary affair,
its only purpose being to govern until annexation was achieved. With
annexation now a thing of the future and with even govermment supporters
becaming increasingly critical of oligarchic control, some more satis-
factory political structure was demanded. The revolutionary leaders,
however, had in mind soms definite qualifications for this new govern-
ment, It had to keep the revolutionary element in control and it had to
provide a clear right-of-way for eventual ammexation, not omly in its
nature, but in its appeal to the American people .1'2

In its provisions of March 15, 1894, for a comstitutional conven-
tion, the Provisional Govermment took care not only to keep the revolu-
tionary group in the majority, but to exclude any Asiatic influence.
The convention was to be composed of eighteen elected delegates in ad-

dition to the Provisional Govermment's president and executive and

)"J'Iillia to Gresham, November 6, 11, and 18, 1893, House Document
No. LB, 164-166, 169-170; Stevens, op. oit., 267-269.

L21115 to Gresham, February 1l and 15, 189L, Senate Executive
Document No. 57, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 2, 11, hereaffer cited as Senate
Pocument No. D73 Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 1833 Pratt, op. oit., 160;
Ftevens, op. clt., 270-271; Rowland, Republic," 206-208, ~
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advisory councils, the latter element commanding nineteen votes. The
elected delegates and their electors had to be of Hawaiian, American or
Buropean descent and had to take an oath to support the Provisional Gov-
ermaent and disavow amy intent to re-establish the monarchy. As a re-
sult, the convention was dominated by men of American birth or descent.
A royalist mass meeting, held April 9, with an estimated two to three
thousand people in attendance, protested the oath requirement and the
lack of provision for a plebiscite on the campleted constitution. Its
resolutions provided for non=cooperation in the elections and claimed
that the oath stipulation disenfranchised native Hawaiians, who, of
course, would feel loyalty for the monarchy.h3

The elections, held on May 2, were orderly, with an estimated
one-half to two-thirds of the registered voters participating, and the
first session of the convention was held May 30. Dole aocted as president

of the convention to which the executive council sutmitted a proposed con-

stitution upon which debate was baseds Dole later attributed authorship

hslillis to Gresham, March 21, 189, Senate Executive Document
No. 77, 53 Congress, 2 SOssion, 1-2; Willis To Gresham, April 1, 1894,
Senate Bxecutive Document No. 92, 53 Congress, 2 Sossion, 2, hereafter
cited as Senate Document No. 92; Willis to Gresham, April 5, 1894,
Senate Executive Dooument No. 85, 53 Congress, 2 Susion,l-23 Stevens,
ope cit., 271; Pratt, op. cit., 189; Rowland, "Republic,® 209. The Pro-
Visional Govermment, in February, 189l, separated the office of President
from that of Foreign Minister, thus adding an additional member to the
Executive Council. See Act 63, Provisional Govermment, February 8, 189L,
Senate Executive Document No. 57, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 3.
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of this constitutianal draft, which the convention changed considerably,
to himself and L. A. Thurston, with close review by "a dozen or more
thoughtful men.“u‘

If the careful provisions for the convention had not presaged
the type of govermment which would result, the correspondence of Presi-
dent Dole with a Columbia University political science professor would
have made propl_tgcy easy. In this correspondence, Dole quite frankly
stated that same restrictions upon the franchise power of the natives and
Portuguese would be necessary if "good govermment" were to be a.ttainod.h‘s
Dole expressed the belief of some that, at the risk of "some permanent
discontent,™ govermment should be lspt from “control of the irresponsible
element . . . "

The Republic which came into power on July L, 1894, was headed
by a president, elected by the legislature for a term of six years, and
a cabinet appointed by the president. Members of the bicameral legisla-

ture had to be literate in either the Hawaiian or English language and

“‘Dole to Professor John William Burgess, December 18, 189L,
Benry Miller Madden, editor, "Letters of Sanford B. Dole and John W.
Burgess,” The Pacific Historical Review, V (March, 1936), 75. See also
Willis to Gresham, March 2I, 189k, Semate Executive Document No. 77, 53
Congress, 2 Session, 1-2; Willis to Gresham, May 10, 189, Senate Execu~-
tive Document No. 103, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 1-2; "Willis To Gre sham,
Yy 31, I89L, and June 2, 1894, Senate Executive Document No. 117, 53
Congress, 2 Session, 1-2; Kuykendall and Day, op. ci®t., 18L; Rowland,
"Republic," 210, 212-213, el

L

J"5Dole to Burgess, March 31, 189, in Madden, loc. cit., T2.

MIbid.
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meet certain property qualifications, those for Senate members being
considerably higher than those for members of the House of Representatives.
Also provided was a Council of State, representing equally the House, Sen-
ate and president, with emergency appropriation powers during legislative
absences, as well as duties as advisors to the president. Literacy in
Hawaiian or BEnglish and strict citizenship or denizenship requirements.
applied to all electors, while those voting for senators needed additiomal
property qualifications. The literacy qualification practically elimi-
nated Oriental suffrage. Both legislators and voters had to take an
oath to support the Republic and to repudiate the monarchy. Naturaliza-
tion provisions barred from citizemship all Orientals except those borm
in Bawaii, Finally, a special provision in the new constitution author-
ized the president, with cabinet consent, to negotiate an amnexation
treaty with the United States, subjeoct to Senate ratification. One of
the reasons for barring Asiatics fram the suffrage was the fear that the
United States would find Oriental voters umacceptable. Like the Pro-
visional Govermment, the Republic was democratic neither in oongeption
nor operation. It was essentially a stop=-gap structure to guarantee
revolutionary control until final union with the United States was
attained, '

Royalist hopes of eventual return of the monarchw' were further

dimmed when, in response to Liliuokalani's request that the United

LﬂSonate Report No. 681, 55 Congress, 2 Session, 90; House Execu-
tive Document No. 250, H'COngress, 2 Session, 8-29fhereafter cited as
House Document No.—2'56; Chambers, loc. cit., 34-38; Kuykendall and Day,
op. oit., I8L; Rowland, "Republic,¥ 213, 215, 220; Stevems, op. cit., 272;

%, o OPe oit., 191-192.
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States not recognize the new govermment, Willis replied that the
Senate resolution of non-interference constituted the final American
decision. In late August, Willis, who had conditionally recognized the
Republic on July 5, presented Cleveland's acknowledgement of the estab-
lislment of the new govermment. He said that the right of the Hawaiians
to choose their owmn form of govermment had"been formally acknowledged
both by the executive and legislative departments of the United States."ha
Recognition of the Republic was extended by all other powers having re-
lations with the islands .1'9

The new Republic had, ecomamically, an auspicious begimning. The
Wilson-Gorman Tariff Bill of 1894, by abolishing the American sugar bounty,
restored to Hawaii its favored position under the Reciprocity Treaty.
Politically, the Republic soon had trouble. A long-planned royalist
attack upon the govermment was discovered on the eve of its scheduled be-
ginning, January 7, 1895. A govermment assault upon the Waikiki head-
quarters of the plotters cost the life of one praminent govermment
supporter. During the next few days, as the royalists were rounded up
from the surrounding hills to which they fled, there were several skirmi-

shes. In all, three royalists were killed. Several sentences of death

LBg3111s o Gresham, August 27, 1894, Foreign Relations, 189
359; see also Cleveland to Dole, August 17, 183L, Nevins, Letters, 303-
36lL; Cleveland to Dole, August 7, 189L, and Gresham to Willls, August 8,
1894, Foreign Relations, 1894, 358-359; Willis to Gresham, July 8, 189L,
House Document No. 206, 1=2;3 Willis to Gresham, June 23, 189L, Semate
Executive Document No. 156, 53 Congress, 2 Session, 1-2. S

hsmmull and Day, ops oit., 185,
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and life imprisomment were passed by a military commission upon royalist
leaders, However, these and many lesser sentences were eventually sus-
pended or cammuted, many pardons being granted. This treatment earmed
for the Republic new respect. By February 2 Willis reported that busi-
ness had resumed its normal course. Martial law, declared January 7,
was lifted in March, and, by June, Hawaii was peaceful aga.in.so

Lilivokalani, who was detained as a suspected plotter, on Jan-
uary 27, 1895, issued a statement in which she renounced all rights to
the throne, recognized the republican govermment as legal and took an
oath to support it. She was later granted a full pardon and her citizen-
ship rights were x*eai:or«ed.5 -

Throughout the disturbance Hawaiian Minister Thurston assured

the Ameriocan government that the Republic could meet all damestic chal-

lenges. However, his publication of letters implying that the Cleveland

5 %11113 to Gresham, January 30, February 2, February 23, Maroh 7,
Maroh 20, April 25, 1895, Willis to Richard Olney, July 5, 1895, January 6,
1896, Willis to Adee, Sepbember L, 1895, Willis to Uhl, Jumne 26, 1895,
Foreign Relations, 1895, Part 2, 818-820, 823, 840, 851, 854, 861-862,

=865, 861; Willis to Gresham Ja.nuary 11, 1895, House Exeoutive
Dooment No. 282, 53 Congress, 3 Seseion, horeafter ocited as House Docu=

3 Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 185-186; Stevens, op. oit.,

ZI;_-27T- Pmtt Opo Qito, 196-200. = o

5114 11uokalani to Dole, January 2, 1895, Foreign Relatioms,
1895, Part 2, 820-821; Willis to Olney, October 25, 1896, Foreign Rela-
tiOnB, 1896’ 388.
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administration had encouraged the royalist revolt led to a request for
his recall. The Republic oanplied.52

Its strength tested and found sufficient, the govermment turmed
to another problem=--labor supply. With the return of reciprocity bene-
fits under the Wilson-Gorman bill, the need for labor rose. However, by
1896, the Japanese composed almost one quarter of the population. There
had been recurrent uneasiness regarding the Japanese during the whole
decade. The fears expressed by Minister Stevens have been noted. Wiliis,
too, was disturbed by the growing numbers of Japanese. Consequently, the
govermment again began encouraging Chinese immigration. There was scme
thought of importing American Negroes, but it was felt the South would
resent such a move. From 1895 to 1897, despite restrictions, Japanese
continued to out-number the Chinese and occasional European immigrants.
Convinced that Japanese immigration agencies were ignoring the new res-
triotioﬁs, the govermment in 1897 refused to admit over a thousand Japanese.
This step, inviting, as it did, Japanese ire, was indicative of the deep
concern felt about future Japanese immigration, There was an immediate

reaction from the Japanese govermment. The diplomatic exchange became

52¢hurston to Gresham, January 20, 1895, House Document No. 282,

L=5; Gresham to Willis, February 21, 1895, Foreign Minister Hatoch to
Willis, May 3, 1895, Willis to Uhl, Jume 3, 1895, Foreign Relations,
1895, Part 2, 876=878, 880-881., For Hawaiian-American controversy re-
garding American citizens involved in royalist revolt, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1895, Part 2, 819, et passim. For controversy over Hawalian

d for prosecution under Ameriocan neutrality laws of American arms
smugglers for shipments of arms to royalist revolutionists, see ibid.,
867, et passim, For discussions of revived Congressional debate over
Bawail and expansionism as result of revolt, see Pratt, op. cit., 200=-
209, and Stevens, op. cit., 277-279. —r
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heated, and arbitration was wnsuccessful. Finally, after the annexation
resolution in 1898 made the United States anxious for settlement before
Hawaii formally transferred its sovereignty, the islands paid Japan
$75,000, although never recognizing Japanese claims as justified. After
amexation there was a rush to bring in as much contract labor as pos-
sible before American laws became effective. Although Japanese immi-
gration was again restricted in 1899, almost 30,000 Nipponese arrived
in the 1898-1899 period. Chinese immigration stopped immediately upon
annexation. By 1900, in spite of all restrictive tactics, the Japanese
made up two fifths of the islands! popula.i::i.on.s3

Long before its settlement, the immigrant dispute emphasized the
precarious nature of continued independent existence. The appearance
of a Japanese warship in Honolulu Harbor in 1897, while the dispute was
in progress, had been frightening. Frightening, too, were the growing
Asiatic population and the inability of the govermment to solve satis-
factorily the problem of labor supply. In the background, as always since
1876, was the fear that Congressional tariff ohanges might plunge the

islands into depression. Annexation took on brighter hues .51‘

53Blount to Gresham, April 6, 1893, July 17, 1893, House Document
No. 47, 6=7, 103; Willis %o Gresham December 20, 1893, House Document No.

, 32; Senate Report No. 227, 3!42-3h5, L82; MeKinley to Congress, Decem-
Por 5, 1898, Foreign Relations, 1898, lxxviii; EKuykendall and Day, ope cit.,
186-187, 189,“'T"Row d, ™Contract Labor," 265-266; Thomas A. Bailey, "dJapan's
Protest Against the Annexation of Hawaii," The Journal of Modern History,
III (Merch, 1931), L6-L9, 56-60, hereafter 51%ed a5 Ba. Bailey, "Japan.” MNr.
Bailey feels that Hawaii did not, as same have suggested, create the immi-
gration dispute to advance a.nnexa.tion. However, as will later be pointed
out, annexationists, both Hawaiian and American, did not overlook the propa-
ganda value of the dispute once it became a real:l.ty.

Bbmvons » Opo cit. cit., 282‘281.-.
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A joint resolution in May, 1896, declared the Hawaiian legis-
lature to be ®*firmly and steadfastly in favor of . o o annexation . . . R
a sentiment it felt was shared by the Hawaiian voters.s > The 1896 viec-
tory of the Republican Party in the United States, with a platform in-
cluding annexation, omened well, Although MoKinley had shown little
pre-election interest in the subject, the ammexationist-minded, both
American and Hawaiian, were ciuick to reach his ear. Their efforts were
successful. In April, 1897, the Hawaiian minister relayed to Secretary
of State Sherman the Republic's desire for immediate annexation. Both
the minister and other Hawaiian advocates used Hawaiian troubles with
Japan to such effect that American action was probably accelerated.
While MeKinley insisted upon first attention being given to action on
the American tariff, Hawaii entered this issue because the Resiprocity
Treaty oomplicated efforts to evolve new sugar schedules. The sugar
trust and sugar beet industry were working for abrogation of the treaty.
It has been suggested, with strong evidence, that one reason fhor MoKinley's
decision to try an annexation treaty was to counter this opposition to
reciprocity and also to hasten action on the ta.riff.56

The task of drafting the treaty went to John W. Foster, former
Secretary of State. The new treaty differed little from that of 1893

except in dropping the, financial settlament for the former Queen. Again

5genate Report No. 681, 9l.

Sémtheson, loc. oit., 13l4; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 187;
Bailey, op. cit., L73-L7L; lester B. Shippee, "William Rufus pay,” in
Bemis, oPe 0i%., IX, 33; Pratt, op. cit., 215-218; Stevens, ope oit.,
28l4-286, 290-291.
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Eawaii was to become "an integral part®™ of the United States, with the
title of Territory of Hawa.ii.s 7 Also provided was a cammission of five,
two of whom were to be Hawaiian residents, to recammend to Congress a
suitable political structure. Signed on June 16, 1897, the treaty was
recammended to the Senate for ratification on the same day by President
MoKinley. MoKinley wrote, ™. . . annexation is not a change. It is
a oonsmmation."58 The accampanying message of Seoretary Sherman, also
probably the work of Foster, stated that the ideas of a cammercial union,
an alliance and a protectorate had all been discarded as either ineffectual,
unfavorable to the United States, or inconsistent with American political
principles .59

If, as has been suggested, McKinley was using the treaty to test
public opinion regarding expansionism, he was sucocessful in provoldng
renewed discussion of Americats future role beyond its continental bor-
ders. In Hawaii, quick ratification by the Senate and signature by
President Dole had been acocamplished by mid-September, 1897. The Ameri-
can Senate Cammittee on Foreign Relations reported the treaty favorably
in July, but no action was taken during the special summer session.

When the matter came before the regular session, it soon became evident

57Troaty,' Senate Report No. 681, 96=97.

58y Rinley to Semate, June 16, 1897, ibid., 66; see ibid., 65-67.

293ecretary of State John Sherman to MoEKinley, June 15, 1897,
ibid., 75; see ibid., 74-76; Foster, op. oit., 172; Shippee, loc. cit., 3L.
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that, despite much support, a two thirds majority was unattainable,
Responsible for this deadlock were the Democratic opposition, same
anti-expansionist sentiment among the Republicans and the powerful sugar
interests, especially the beet sugar industry. There was a.n astive, if
not formal, Hawaiian lobby at work for the treaty in Washington, and
Dole's visit in February was caloculated to be of aide Meanwhile, in
the islands, sensitive as always to Congressional aotivities, the anti=-
annexation faction derived strength from treaty delay, while earlier con-
cern over the Republican tariff policy towerd reciprocity had shaken the
econamy. Always present was continued apprehension regarding Ja.pe.n.60

With action on the treaty blocked, the McKinley administration
turned to the precedent of Texas' entrance into the union to introduce
in the Senate a joint resolution for annexation on March 16, 1898, This
resolution made no progress. The accampanying report by the Committee
on Foreign Rela_tions exhausted all available arguments for annexation=-
political, strategical, econamic, and historical. Possible Japanese ag-
gression in the islands was underscored. A resolution, introduced in
the House in May, also received appropriate cammittee sanction, However,
it was the impetus of the Spanish-American War and Dewey's victory at
Manila that finally brought success. The House passed the joint resolu=-

tion on June 15, 1898,by a vote of 209 to 91. The Senate, by a vote of

6°Fostor, ope cit., 1Th4; Bailey, ope. cit., 4T4; Shippee, loc."
oit., 37, U4O; Stevens, op. cit., 288-29%; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit.,
187-188; Pratt, op. cit., 219, 225; Thamas A. Bailey, "The United States
and Hawaii During the Spanish-American War," The American Historical
Review, XXXVI (April, 1931), 552-553, hereafter cited as Balley,
"Spenish-American War,"
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L2 to 21, approved the measure on July 6, The President signed the reso-
lution the following da.y.61 The joint resolution, as later explained by
MoKinley, accepted "the offered cession" made by Hawaii in ratifying the
1897 troaty.62 Implied, therefore, was the idea that the conditions and
terms of the treaty were to sh%and as if the treaty were actually ratified.
The commission appointed by McKinley to study and recammsnd a govermment
for the new territory included President Dole and another Hawaiian resi-
dent, Walter F. Frear., The officials of the Republic, under McKinley's
supervision, were to guide island affairs until such govermment was pro-
videde In the islands passage of the resolution was received with much
elation. At ceremonies on August 12, 1898, Bawaii formally was annoxod.63
At news of the signing of the treaty in the summer of 1897, the

Japanese govermment had protested vigorously. It claimed that annexation

would alter the status Qquo in the Paocific, would jeopardize its interests

and those of its subjects in the islands, and would interfere with settlement

6lpeport, Senate Cammittee on Foreign Relations, Maroh 16, 1898,
Senate Report No. 681, 1-17; see ibid., 27-39, L7-UB, 63-88, 98-107, 11l-
118, 118-T19; Report, House CommitTtee on Foreign Affairs, May 17, 1898,

House Report Noe. 1355, 1-7; Congressional Record, 55 Congress, 2 Session,
VoI, 31, Part VII, 0019, 67]2'2%5, 05,

&Ihlﬁnloy to Congress, December 5, 1898, in James D. Richardsom,
A Campilation £ the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 1789-1897
(Washington: Govermment Printing Office, 1839), X, 185.

63mnnley to Congress, December 5, 1898, Foreign Relations, 1898,
lxviii, lxxvii, 1lxxviii; Bardy and Dumke, op. cit., L1l; Balley, "Spanish=-
American War," 556; Kuykendall and Day, op. oif., 188; Bailey, op. oite, L75;
Pratt, ope oite, 320, 323=326; Stevens, Op. oit., 29L; James F. Rhodes, The
MoKinley and Roosevelt Administrations, T%’Fm (New York: The MacMillan
Compeny, 1923), 1153 Willlam Frenklin Willoughby, Territories and Depen-
dencies of the United States, Their Govermment and Administration Tﬂ%—
Wﬁ '(:Tn'tury_é'anp&ny,jma 62=03,
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of its claims against the Hawaiian govermment in the immigration dispute.
The United States reassured Japan that its interests and rights in the
islands would be respected, and, finally, in December, Japan withdrew its
protest, However, the State Department had taken the precaution to pre-
pare for a provisional protectorate over Hawaii, if Japan became aggressive.éh

As to the role of the Spanish-American War and the acquisition of
the Philippines in hastening annexation, Hawaii used every shred of this
double=barreled opportunity to further itself in American favor. Upon the
camencement of hostilities, the Republic went so far as to offer a for-
mal alliance. This offer was made despite damestic fear, in royalist and
some foreign quarters, of Spanish reprisals., It was made, too, before
Dewey's startling viotory at Manila., These attending circumstances in=-
creased American appreciation of the offer and had their effect upon the
passage of the annexation resolution. Living up to early promises, Bawaii
made Honolulu Harbor available as a transshipment and supply base for the
Philippine operations. American soldiers were royally entertained en
route to the east, and coal supplies were made available to the United
States. Spanish protest was to no avail in stopping these um=-neutral

activities .65

6hll(oKi.nley to Congress, December 6, 1897, Foreign Relations, 1897,
xxii; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 188-189, Bailey, ope cit., LfL; Hardy
and Dumke, % cit., 41l;; Shippee, loc. cit., 38-40; Foster, ope. cit., 173;
Pratt, op. oit., 220-221; Stevens, op. cit., 287; Bailey, "Japan,¥ 50-
52, 5455, 5859, b o

5mtheson, loc. cit., 13l4; Bailey, "SpanisheAmerican War," 553-
5563 Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 188; Pratt, op. cit., 318-319.
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This cooperative attitude gave the annexationists a new argument--
Ameriocan moral responsibility to annex the islands, since the Uhited States
had allowed Hawaii to assume so vulnerable a positiom in its behalf. An
appealing argumment, it had little basic wvalue., Of greater weight in the
public mind was the belief that Bawaii was irreplaceable as a way station
in Philippine military operatioms. Overlooked, however, was the fact that
there was a shorter, northern supply route to the Philippines, with the
newly acquired Kiska in the Aleutians well located for a coaling station.
Also the United States already had been granted every military assistance
which annexation could have obtained. That this argument of military
necessity had little real valus was proven by the fact that Semate passage
of the resolution came several days after Spanish Admiral Cervera's de-
feat made American victory certain. Most valid was the argmment of Hawaii's
importance to American west coast defense and to protection of Paoific
oamerce. The fear aroused during the war that Admiral Cervera would
attack the undsfended east coast of the United States impressed the
Ameriocan public with the value of outlying navel defenses. The vision
of Japanese or other foreign use of Hawaii as a stepping stome to the
American Paoific coast had taken on mality.66

There has been a strong opimion that the war and the aoquisition
of the Philippines were not aonly an acceleration to, but probably the
only possible means of pushing through annexation. To tale such a stand

is to deny the peculiar position which Hawaii had came to f£ill in the

gressional Rocord 55 Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 31, Part VII,
-éﬁ Pratt, ope oit., 319-320; Bailey, "Spanish-gmerican War," 556-
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Amerioan scheme., The islands in 1898 represented almost a cemtury-old
investment by the United States not only of capital and business lmow-
how, but of American culture, American political ideology and American
labors. The Tyler Doctrine was still very much alive, and the picture
of Asiatio damination of the islands was no more palatable than the earlier
Frenoh and British versions. The Reoiprocity Treaty had joined Hawaii
indissolubly to the American econamic system--Hawaii was as dependent upon
the United States econamiocally as it was for its sontinued independence.
Fagthermore, the strategis value of the islands to the Ameriocan nation
was advertised by every map. The oonoclusion, therefore, of omne authority
that the rising tide of "Manifest Destiny®™ must have inevitably joined
Bawaiit's dependence upon the United States to produce amnexation is valid.
The war accelerated annexation--it neither caused it nor was necessary
to its oonaulmtion.67

The years fram 1890 to 1898 had brought to Hawaii a revolution,
four typee of govermment, and union to the United States. In this short
span the long years of work by the American missionary, the Ameriocan
trader, and the Ameriocan planter and business man had oame to fruitiom.
The Eanalkms and the Asiatios had to accept with grace the final result of
continued Anglo-S8axon effort. Hawaii, in 1898, was in the peouliar po-

sition of having two sets of laws and two Presidents, while it awaited

Congressional provisiaons for a permanent govermment, but it had became

6Tstevens, op. cit., 289-290, 296-299; Matheson, loo. oit., 13L;
Hardy and Dumke, ope. c1%., 41li; Rhodes, ope ¢it., 122; Balley, "sSpenish-
American War," 560, )
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the Territory of Hawaii--a candida®e for statehood. Of the cultural
trends of the era which would most affect statehood, the rising apprehen-
sion oconcerning the large Japanese population was notable .66
Of statehood itself some mention had been made or implied. In
its supporting data, the Senate Foreign Relations Cammittee report of
1898 included the statement that Hawaii was not oaming into the umion
as a state, nor was she then so qualified. However, the statement noted,
"It /statehood/ will be a question for our suocessors and not for us to
uttlo."69 Annexationists John W. Foster and L. A. Thurston had agreed
that territorial status was preferable to statehood. There was the al-
ternate’ suggestion that Hawaii be made a part of the state of Califormia.,
Yot the fear of Hawaiits entrance into the union as a state was ome argu-
ment against annention.'m Even in the full flood of expansioniam there
was some effort to avoid the taint of colonialism. As one senator rational-
iged, ". . . we can reascnably expeot that the people we acquire will, in
due time and on suitable canditions, be annexed to the United States as an
equal part of a self-governing Republio."71 Suggestive of statehood were

the statements of the two heads of state. President Dole in 1893 wrote,

68vandersook, op. cit., LB.

9senate Report No. 681, 51« This idea was attributed by Semator
Se De McEnery o siana To L. A. Thurston. Congressiomal Record, 55
Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 31, Part VII, 6269,

Mrbid., 6141, 6190, 6269, 66635 Pratt, loc. oit., 288; Poster,
op. cite., 171; Senate Report No. 227, 259; Louis Martin Sears, "John
rmen,” in Beals, ope egE.,_ﬁ,-B';' Pratt, ope oit., 323-32l.

nsomtor G. F. Hoar of Massashusetts, Congressiocnal Record, 55
Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 31, VII, 6665, s
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M. o o Wo have stood ready to add our country, a new star, to its Zthe
United states_'/ glory. + . LI ™ Washington, five years later, Presi-
dent McKinley reminded Congress of its responsibility “to give such shape
to the relationship of those mid-Pacific lands to our hame Union as will
benefit both in the highest degree, realizing the aspirations of the cam-
munity that has cast its lot with us and elected to share our political
heritages « « o"77 It is not surprising that these begimings of the
statehood issue should have prbduood their own legend==that Secretary
of State William R. Day sent to the Hawaiian govermment, upon its demise,
an American flag with an extra stﬂ.r.'”"' Whatever the legends, Hawaii

has never lost sight of that star,

Tpole to Willis, December 23, 1893, House Document No. 70, L2,

73lbnnloy to Congress, December 5, 1898, in Richardson, ope cit,,

Tipurnas, op. oit., 17.

186,



CHAPTER IV

BACKGROURD FOR THE STATEHOOD MOVEMENT

The period fram Angust 12, 1898, to 1950 has been for Hawaii
a time of preparation for statehood. One by ome, Hawaii has marked up
on its ledger those qualifications which law and precedent have previously
required of aspirants to full partnership in the American union. Not al-
ways has this bookkeeping been done oconsciously. While a amall group of
stalwarts never ceased to ory for statehood, a much larger part of Hawaii's
population remained for many years fairly content with territorial status,
Moreover, there was, on the part of an influential portion of the H-
waiian camunity, a quiet but determined opposition to statehood. Yet,
dimmed though it was by indifferemce and opposition, the star of state-
hood never campletely ceased to shine in the Hawaiian sky.

So closely woven into the fabric of everyday territorial life
have been the issues relative to the statshood question that same arti-
ficial division beocmes necessary for the purpose of adequate discussion.
Therefore, coverage of the political development of the territority and
what might be called the formal movement for statehood will be reserved
for a later ochapter, The present shapter, after a brief desoription of
the interval fram 1898 to 1900, will cover the ecomamic, social and cul-
tural developmeant of Hawaii to the present., Also included will be a
desoription of Hawaii's role as the Pacific bastion of the United States

and the relation of that role to the plea for statehood.
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Fram 1898 to 1900 Hawaii had a foretaste of the inconveniences

sanmetimes attendant upon govermment fram a long distance, By December,
1898, the commission appointed by President MoKinley had reported its
recammendations for a political structure for Hawaii and a bill creating
sush a govermment had been introduced in Congress. Yet, a year later,
MoKinley found it necessary to remind Congress, absorbed in issues created
by the Spanish-American War, that this territory was in need of a definitive
political structure. Bawaii, meanwhile, under two sets of laws, was hav-
ing difficulty in settling questions arising about public lands, Chinese
immigration, copyrights, elections and the judiciary--in short, the every-
day business of gonment.l

Bawaiian life was further disturbed by an outbreak in December,
1899, of bubonic plague so serious that it was the end of April, 19500,
before quarantined Hawaiian ports were again free for cammerce. In ef-
forts to control the disease, which cost eighty lives, a fire set to burn
infected bulldings got out of control and destroyed socme thirty-eight
acres of the Homolulu slum area, Left without shelter were some l|.,000
people, mainly Japanese and Chinese. As a result of this fire, Hawaii
had a glimpse of another future problem——the assimilation of the Japanese
immigrants. Most severely affected by the fire damage and efforts to

stem the plague had been the Japanese, especially the businessmen whose

llomloy to Congress, December 5, 1899, Foreign Relations, 1899,
LII - LIII; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 189. For petition of Homolulu
citizens to Congress, November 23, s requesting speedy provision of
a territorial goverment, see Congressional Record, 56 Congress, 1 Sessiam,
Vol. 33, Part I, 559.
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trade virtually ceased in that seotion of Honolulu in which their estab-
lislments were located. Losses were suffered, too, through a government
prohibition of further Asiatio imports, as well as an order to destroy
cargos previously shipped in. Unable to get a satisfaotory finanocial set-
tlement for their losses, the Japanese turned to their hameland govermment.
Some three and ocme-half years later, approximately half the amount of the
Japanese olaims, $,00,000, was appropriated by the Ameriocan Congress.
Alreedy apparent, however, was the sensitivity of the Japanese to haole
daminance in the islands and their penchant for appealing to Japan for
remedial measures in time of atnu.a

The territorial goverzment provided by Congress in 1900 was some-
thing new to Hawaii, but there was no corresponding innovation in the
eoconamy. Sugar still reigned.

Despite campetition fram Puerto Rico, the Philippine Islands and
Cuba, all recently brought under the influence of the United States, the
sugar industry grew apace. By 1909 it furnished employment for about one-
fourth of the islands' population and furnished ninety-five percent of
island exports. The adverse effects of short-lived tariff legislation in
1913 were soon overoame during World War I and the post-war boam. In-
oreased efficiency in produotion and milling processes in the twemties
eased the readjustment to a normal, peaoce-time world market. A bhard blow

was dealt the industry by the Jones=Costigan Sugar Control Aot, passed by

aatrhor, ope oite, 131-132, 139; Kuykendall and Day, ope oit.,
190; Congressional Reoord, 56 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 33, t 11, 19%0.
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the United States Congress in 1934, which forced a ten percent decrease
in island production. However, the Sugar Act of 1937 was much more fa-
voreble to Hawaii in inoreasing Hawaii's quota and eliminating her former
designaticn as a'toroign producing area. Today, the industry operates
under the Sugar Aot of 1947, whioh allots to Hawaiian planters a produc-
tion quota amowmnting to approximately fourteen percent of American damestic
m;odu.3

During this century the sugar industry has met many challenges:
scarcity of land and suitable soil, irrigation and labor supply problems,
and adverse national legislation. Through its voluntary, wmincorporated
Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association, established in 1895, and that body's
experiment station, the industry has applied science to agriculture per-
haps more successfully than anywhere in the world. Its achievements in
irrigation, development of improved varieties of cane, 80il conservationm,
and in the fight against parasites and plant diseases deserve high praise.
The HSPA's aotivities have been wholly financed by the industry, each
member plantation contributing in accordance with the amount of its pro-
duction. Because of its close comnection with the sugar industry and its
interest in every factor, economic or politiocal, connected with that in-
dustry, the HSPA has often been coupled with the "Big Five" in disougsions

of econamic power in the islands. It represents practically all the

31.1.nduy, loc. ocit., 308; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 233-235;
Vandercook, op. ¢i¥,,I60-I78; Statehood For Hawaii, Hearings, fursuant
to S. Con. Res. 18, Joint Canmittee on Hawail, 75 Congrees, 2 Session,
136, hereafter oited as Hearings, Con. Res. 18.
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plantation campanies and maintains an office in Washingtom, D. C., to
keep close watch on legislation affeoting the sugar .'n.ndus‘bry’.h

Little sugar refining, except for hane consumption, is carried on
in the islands., Most of the sugar is refined by the Western Sugar Re-
fining Corporation at San Franoisco and the California and Hawaiian Sugar
Refining Corporation at Crockett, California. The latter company, op-
erating the largest refinery in the world, is owned by a majority group
of the island plantations .5

Sugar's present position in the Hawaiian econamy is easily assessed.

In 1945, the industry paid $37,500,000 in wages and employed a monthly

“&nlto Misocellaneous Document No. 151, 75 Congress, 3 Session,
L4950, herealter clited as Senate Dooument No. 151; Statehood for Hawaii,
Bearings, on He R. 49 and . 11, Subcommittee on Territories and Insular
Affalrs of the Cammittee on Public lands, United States Semate, 80 Congress,
2 Session, 21-22, hereafter ocited as Hearings, H. R. 49 and S. 1ll; Euy-
kendall and Day, ope oit., 227, 232; John Wesley Coulter, “The Territory
of Hawaii," in Willlem H. Heas, ed., The Ameriocan Empire, A Study of the
outl Territories of the United States (Chioago: The University of
Chicago Press, 19L0), 2363 Lindsay, loc. oit., 308-309; Vanderoook, op.
oit., L4=U5S; Barber, op. cit., 43, SI=52, 263-26L. For further detalls
covering the aotivities of the HSPA and the develomment of the industry,
see Barber, op. oit., 52-5l; Vandercook, op. oit., LL=L5, 6676, 126=1i)i;
Kuykendall "y, ops oit., 228; Simpiok, loc. oit., 571, 575, 597, 600;
William Atherton DuPuy, Bawaii and Its Race Problem (Washington: Govern-

ment Printing Office, 1932), 6L-G7, 10-11; Coulter, loc, cit., 235, 237, 239.

Jgenate Dooument No. 151, p. 50; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 2333
Coulter, Ioc. 01%t,, 230-2Li0e The exact number of sugar plantations now
operating 1s difZlocult to determine, since several have besn liquidated
since World War II. Pre-war figures varied fram 38 to 39, Im 1945, there
were 35, A safe estimate at the present time would probably be around 32.
"Report, Subocmmittee of the Committee on the Territories, House of Rep-
resentatives," transmitted to Hugh Peterson by Heanry D. Larcade, Jr.,
January 2l;, 1945, in House of Representatives Report No. 25, 81 Congress,
1 Session, 16. Herealter cited as Larcade, "Report," and House Report

No. 254, respeotively.
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average of 28,000 employees. The previous year it earmed $6,000,000 in
dividends for same 16,000 stockholders. In 1949 its installations and
investments were valued at $175,000,000. In 1948 sugar and its by-
products brought the islands an incame of $101,000,000. Both the federal
and territorial govermments realize much revenue fram this all-important
island 1ndustry.6

The sugar industry today is not without problems. The ocosts of
irrigation, heavy fertilisation, increased mechanization and transporta-
tion bear heavily upon the industry. Labor costs continue to inorease,
while the plantations must provide year-round employment in order to
insure a steady, satisfied labor foroe. Harvesting must be dome quickly
to avoid loss, while steady operation of heavy equipment and milling ma-
ohinery is mandatory if profits are to be realited. Furthermore, there
is the danger that mechanization will reduce soil fertility.’

While cammenting upon the inorease in produwotion per aore during
the century and noting that sugar in 1947 produced L7 perceant of the
total Hawaiian incame, Governor Ingram M. Stainback, in his annual report

for the fiscal year ending in Jume, 1948, wrote: ". . . the future of

SRuykendall and Day, op. oit., 235; Simpioh, loo. oit., 600;

Statehood for Hawaii, Hearings, om He. R. L9, 50, 51, 52, 53, 5L, 55,
35, 570, 1125 and T756, Committee on Public Lands, House of Representa-

tives, 80 Congress, 1 Session, 182, hereafter oited as Hearings, H.R.
19'563 m&ﬂn&ﬂ. Con. Res. 18, Pe 6330

Teoulter, loo. oit., 237-239; Euykendall and Day, op. oit., 227T;
Simpioh, loo. oit., 597, 3 Jo Co Furnas, "Will Hawaii Become & State?,”
The Saturday Bvening Post, Vol. 218 (April 6, 1946), 133; Vandercook,
op. oit;, II6-I25; Du Puy, op. oit., &4, 67-69.



119
this basic orocp is in doubt due to prodqution costs rising above the
current o amodity nlua."e Three plantations, he noted, had ceased op=
eretions at the end of 1947. Inoreased mechanization in order to reduce
labor costs had so depleted the soil that fertilization expenses had
risen.?

Any careful consideration of Hawaii as a prospective state camnot
ignore the present challenge, implied in Svainback's report, to that in-
dustry which produwes almost half Hawaiits incame and provides employment
for so many of its people. Historically, the sugar industry prospered
not because Hawaii was ideally situated for such an enterprise but in spite
of isolation from world markets, uneven rainfall distribution, uncertain
labor supplies and poor soil. In addition, the threat of American dariff
policy changes has always haunted the industry. To meet all these ob-
sbacles required capisal, cooperetive planning and centralized organisa-
tion seldam found in agricultural enterprises. Whether this expensive,
vulnerable industry can continue to prosper in the face of high produs-
tien costs, especially the rising wage demande of labor, is a visal ques-
tion. Certainly the industry's place in Hawaii!s future econamy is
disputable. Any future state govermment will have the problem either
of protecting the sugar industry or of aiding in the discovery of a new

enterprise to take its place in the ecocmomy.

8Anmn1 Report of the Governor of Hawaii to the Secresary of the
Interior, Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1948 (Weshington: United States
Govermment Printing Office; 1949), 1-2. Hereafter cited as Annual Report,

See also ibid., 1, 67.

I1bid,, 2.
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A younger addition to the Hawaiian econamy has been the pine-

apple industry, ranking only below sugar in importance. It oomplements
its elder brother in that its operations are suited to the higher, colder,
more arid areas of the islands whioch are unsuited for ocane produotiomn.
Fortunately, there is no irrigation problem here. Bxperiments in the
oommercial production of pineapple were being made in the 1880's, but
it was not until a successful camning process was developed by James D.
Dole in the first decade of the twentieth century that the industry hit
full stride. Like sugar it early became a highly centraliged industry
rather than a field for individual enterprise. Lless than one percent of
the present produotion is raised by small farmers. Like sugar, too, it
early found cooperation more profitable than ocampetition. The Pineapple
Growers Assooiation of Hawaii and the Assooiation of Hawaiian Pineapple
Packers were organized early. By the 1920's there had been established
the predecessor to the present Pineapple Research Institute, serving this
industry in mush the same fashion as the HSPA's experiment station serves
sugar growers. Cooperative effort was espeocially needed to educate the
world to the use of pineapple, to which end muoh advertising was dome.
Purthermore, the industry has always met stiff campetition from other
types of canned fruits. There was much expansion of the industry after
World War I, but the depression years were diffioult. As a result, the
Pineapple Producers Cooperative Assocesiation, active until 1943, was formed
to gauge industry-wide production to world consumption. Producing almost
90 peroent of the world's pineapple are nine campanies, controlling thir-

teen plantations and nine cammeries. Approximately 10,000 workers are
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employed on the plantations and in the canneries. An additional 11,000
work during the harvesting season of the summer. Dominating the industry
are the Bawaiian Pineapple Company, Libby, MoNeill & Libby, and the
California Packing Company. Besides camned fruit, there are valuable
by=products--juice, citric acid and cattle bran are foremost. This
industry, like sugar, has made outstanding use of soientific knowledge.
Its use of additional workers for harvesting inocreases employment oppor-
tunities in what is an off-season on many sugar plantations. Like sugar,
to0o, the orop is slow to mature and must be harvested immediately if
losses are to be avoideds The importance of timing in harvesting op-
erations, incidentally, makes both industries particularly vulnerable to
strikes. The wvalue of pineapple produotion averages about $560,000,000
mnu&lly.

While this industry, whioch grows America's seocond most important
canned fruit, has made great strides in soil conservation, the governor's
report for 1947-1948 notes that it has reached full econcmic expansion,

unless present sugar land were to be converted to pineapple production.

105enate Document No. 151, pe 53; Bearings, Con. Res. 18, p. 637;
Statehood Tor Hawall, Hearings, Pursuant To H. Res. 235, Suboamittee of
The Commlttee on the Territories, House of Representatives, 79 Congress,
2 Session, 705, hereafter cited as Hearings, H. Res. 236; "Should Hawaii
Be Admitted to Statehood Now?," Town Meeting Bullot:ln, XV (October L,
1949), L, hereafter cited as Town Meeting Bulletin; Kuykendall and Day,
ope ¢ite, 235-239; DuPuy, op. cit., 53 76, 19, @3 Coulter, loc. oit.,
EEE—EBI" Simpich, loo. oit For further details ooncerning the
development of this Edusﬁry, 560 Ba.rber, ope oit., 54=56, and Coulter,
loc. oite., 247-250, 253-25Y4; and Annual Report, &57. Some sources list
one less pineapple company and plantation, see Hearings, H.Re L9-56, p. 183,
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This faot has led several of the large pineapple producers to searoh for
foreign produoing areas such as Mexioco and Cuba, 11

Animal produots rank third in importance in Hawaiian agriculture.
Ranohing, dovetailing sugar and pineapple land-use, ocoupies the highlands
useless for orop production., In the tradition of large-scale agriculture,
the Parker Ranch is probably the second largest ranch under the American
flag. It has the largest herd of pure-bred Hereford cattle in the world.
This ranch, established early in the last ocentury, has led the way in
breeding and in the introduction of better forage grasses. About one-
third of the islands' area is in grazing lands, while there are same
forty-five ranches of varying size. Together with poultry products,
various livestook marbetings represented about eleven perceat of the
agrioultural incame in 1947. The produots of both beef cattle and dairy-
ing enterprises are consumed locally. Only hides and skins are exported.
Horses and mules are also bred, the latter for plantation work. It is
possible that improved animal food will make the islands self=-suffioient
in meat, Sheep, goats and swine are also raised in oconsiderable numbers.
In 194); the oambined value of marketed beef cattle, hogs and dairy and
poultry products emounted to an estimated $12,000,000. In this field
small=scale agriculture seems to have taken hold, since animal product

enterprises were operated, in 194l, on some 2,800 farms .12

llannual Report, 2; Semate Dooument No. 151, p. 53; Simpich, loo.
Oito, 600.

125enate Dooument No. 151, p. 5L; Annual Report, 2, 67; Coulter,
loo. oit., 22L=225, 2Ob=25(; DuPuy, Op. o1%t., B3-08; Hearings, H. Res. 236,
Pp. 687-088; Carpenter, op. oit., [;‘73; Statehood for Hawail, Senate Report,
to accampany He R. L9, ongress, 2 Sesslon, 3, herealter cited &s Cordon
Report; Carpenter, op. oit., L73.
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BEmphasizing the agrioulturel deminance of sugar and pineapple is
the faot that in 1947, other fruits, vegetables and misoellansous orops
aocoounted for anly five percent of the total agrioultural inoame. Of this
total, rice, cotton and taro formed a small parte Of more importance was
coffee, raised mainly on the Kona coast of Big Island. Beocause of its
excellent blending qualities, Kona coffee brings high prices on the main-
land to which most of it is shipped., This orop is raised by small farmers
on an estimated 1,200 farms. In the 194L4~-1945 season the crop was valued
at over $1,000,000. Approximately 6,000 aores are devoted to truock farm-
ing, mainly in the higher areas., Transportation problems, lask of water,
and insects have always plagued this endeavor. The value of the truck
orops dropped almost a million dollars between 1947 and 1948, due to
mainland campetition., Territorial laws and advanced marketing praotices
have begun to overcome the previous lack of grading and standardization
of market fruits and vegetables. But Hawaii continues to be dependent
upon many imported food supplies, While camparisons in the same year are
not available, the total imports of fruits and vegetables in 1940 amounted
to well over a fourth of similar produce of looal origin in 1947. Hono- -
lulu is the ohief market for island fruits and 'vv»getm.bloa.]'3

Because of isolation and the absence of minerals, Hawaiit!s eoconamio
woll=-being almost certainly will continue to be dependent upon its soil,.

Yot only about seven persent of the land area is suitable for cultivatiom.

13annual Report, L5-h6, 67; Hearings, H. Res. 236, pp. 687, 690,
692-693; Senate Dooument No. 151,ppe GL-55; Cordon Report, 3; Coulter,
loc. cit., 2D (=201, -
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On this land Bawaii must produce not omly food but its ohief sources of
incame. It is not surprising that money orops have daminated agriculture.
The past has been marked by appeals for wiser use of land, advice to
eliminate the dangerous dependenoce upon shipping for food and the great
search for a third money orops At various times, sisal for manufaoture
of oordage, rubber, rice, bananas, coffee, tobacco and the macadamia nut
have been cultivateds While a few of these have assumed minor importance,
problems of tremsportation, labor and world campetition have exoluded these
products fram oconsideration as a third momey orop. Crop experimentation
has been encumbered by the fact that Hawaiits light oyole does not meet
requirements for many mainland, income=-producing orops. Sugar and pine-
apple, therefore, have found no important partmer--and these products, for
various reasons, show little possibility of further expansion. Hawaii's
main economic problems of the future would seem to be: (1) develomment
of a third money orop; (2) intensive soil conservation to proteot its
vital land resource; (3) inoreased and improved production for local food
needs; and (4) develomment, if possible, of small, individual farms to
offset the centralized plantation system. There are, at present, hopes
for increased export of the macadamia nut, canna starch, vegetable oils,
and beef and poultry products. Alr transport has opened the way for ex-
perimentation in exporting frozen fish and other foods., Air tramsport
has already pushed the growing of exotio flowers for mainland markets
into the million-dollar bracket. The possibility of orchard orops is
also tempting, BHawaii hardly needs tc be reminded by its govermor that,

"The need for research in the econamic adaptability of other orops to the
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soils and climate of Hawaii's limited tillable areas is more necessary than
ever before if the fullest econamic value is to be obtained fram the soil re-
source ."1)4 An inorease in population of 26.7 percent between 1940 and 1948 is
another reminder that the Hawaiian soil must produce more revenue and more
employment oppori:n.u:.i.'tﬂ.es.]'5

Closely allied to agriculture are the forests of Hawaii. A forest re-
serve system was introduced early in territorial 1life and today forests cover
almost one=fourth of the :I.sl;mds' area, Their chief value has been considered
their role as a source of water and an aid to better rainfall distribution. Out-
side the reserve system are some native hardwood forests used cammercially to some
extent. Governmor Stainback recently suggested that marginal lands could well be
utilized for the production of highly valued exotic woods, on a commercial basis,
Such suggestions as this emphasize the determination and ingenuity with which
Bawaiian leaders are searching for new wealth in Hawaii's 3011.16

The soil dominates even Hawaii's socant manufacturing enterprises whioh are
almost completely dependent upon agriculture. In this category are the one sugar
refinery, pineapple canneries, sugar mills, a can-manufaoturing plant, coffee pro-
cessing plants, a oommercial fertilizer oconcern, and the manufacture of loocally
grown cotton into a padding popular with the Japanese for household use. The manu-
facture of wallboard from bagassee (residue from orushed sugar cane) finds a local

market but has strong mainland ocompetition. Other concerns manufacture such artioles

Wsnneal Re ort, 2; see also ibid., 1, 29; Cordon Report, 3; Semate Docu=-
ment No. 151, ppe DI, 55-56, 85-86; Frank J. Taylor, "labor Moves in on Hawail,"
The saturday metd.% Post, Vol. 219 (Jume 28, 1947), 100, 102; Clifford M. Zierer,
TReviews of Booke," The Pacific Historical Review, III (March, 1934), 97-98. Mr.
Zierer was reviewing John Wesley Coulter's Land Utilization in the Hawaiian Is-
lands (Honolulu: University of Hawaii, 1973J. i =

15pnnual Report, 6lje

161bid., 2-3; Senate Dooument No. 151, pp. 85-86; Coulter, loo. oit.,
225, 255.
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as mattresses, paper boxes, concrete pipe and ukuleles. An early indus-
trial develomment, the Honolulu Iron Works, produces mechinery, engineer-
ing supplies and some steel, However, its chief specialty is the production
of equiment for sugar mills, not only in the islands but in the Philippines
and southeast China., Bxocept for amall concerns supplying local needs, it
is not likely that manufacturing will play a great role in Hawaii's future .17

Bwaii's second most important resource might bé considered the sea,
since cammerce still figures vitally in the life of the Pacific's ohief
way-gbtation. During 1947, Honolulu's harbor was host to 818 ships fram
transoceanic ports. As in the past, trade with the mainland dwarfs all
foreign cammerce, and, since Hawaii is subjeot to United States coastwise
navigation laws, all mainland commerce must be carried on by American ships.
This cammerce is no small faotor in the continued strength of the Paocifio
coast maritime fleet. Exports and imports in both mainland and foreign
cammerce each averaged over one hundred million dollars in value in the
1937=1940 period. War-time merchant marine losses s the war in China,
dollar restrictions in various countries, and Australian austerity have
brought a decrease in foreign vessels entering Hawaiian ports since
World Wer II.]'8

Ironically, the sea has not been too kind to the fishing industry

of this island camnunity. Cammercial fishing does not fully supply local

17Semte Document No. 151
. Pe 553 Coulter, loo. oit., 262-26l;
KuykendalT and Day, ops ol%., Z0. i

m&muto Document Fo. 151, ppe 57-58, 60; Annual Report, 67;
Simpioh, Yoo, oi%., 5T1; Crewford, op. oits, 73
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needs. Ranking fourth in dollar value in the eccnamy, inshore fishing
has been limited by the small amount of shallow shoal water around the
islands——a result of Hawaii's voloanioc origin. The surrounding waters
abound in tuna, but deep-sea fishing has been restrioted because of the
amall size of the fishing boats, sparse kmowledge concerning the deep-
sea fisheries and lack of suffiocient bait for tuma. Congress in 1947
appropriated funds to aid in overcaming the present obstacles to deep-
sea fishing. Qnoe these are surmownted, tuma fishing can became a great
econanic boon to the islands. In 1947, fish production was valued at
over #3,000,000, but the islands have found it necessary to import ten
peroent of their fish supply. There is one camnery producing tuma for
export.19

A third resource for Hawail has proven to be its scenic and cli=
matio attractions. One of the most pramising faotors in the Hawaiian
econamio piocture is the tourist trade, already estimated to be the third
money-maler of the 1;ianda. The native govermment had financed comnstruc-
tion of a tourist hotel, and visitors in the 1890's noted Hawaii's charm
as a vacation resort, With the aid of a self-appointed press agent,
Alexander Hime Ford, and the reports brought back by Spanish-American
war veterans and famous visitors such as Jaock lLondon, tourist trade
grew during the first two decades of this century. However, it was the

cambined efforts of the "Big Five" and the Matson Line in the 1920t's

19genate Dooument No. 151, p. 553 Carpenter, ope oit., L7L4; Coulter,
loo. oit., 201-262; Simpich, loc. oit., 602; Annual Report, 3; Cordon
Report, 3; Clark, Oope oit., 284265,
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that led to the construction of luxury liners and the Royal Hawaiian Hotel
to lure visitorse Govermment funds were added to those of private enter-
prise to spread abroad information about Hawaii's exotic charms. The
funds were not quni:. in vain., After a depression lapse, tourist trade
soared, and about 30,000 visited the islands annually before World War II.
In 1947 over 100,000 came to Hawaii by air transport alone, leaving an
estimated $10,000,000 in Hawaiian coffers. Construction of more tourist
accommodations is already underway. The provision of transportation and
hotel facilities within the moderate price range and further development
of tourist facilities in the outer islands (L.:_._ , beyond Oahu) should
greatly enhance the money-making possibilities of this enterpriso.zo

More serious visitors to the islande have also boosted Hawaiian
woealth. From a purely econamic standpoint, the Tnited States armed forces
are big business for Hawaii, Not only do the military services purchase
food and other supplies from local producers and carry on considerable
construction work, but, in 1947, the cambined service payrolls, for both
civilian and military persomel, amounted to almost $1,7,000,000. Much
of this money finds its way into Hawaiian cash registers in payment for
rent, food, retail goods, and recreation. While this source of revenue
has gradually decreased since the war, it wmdoubtedly will continue to

be a strong contributor to the Hawaiian ooonany.al

20Annual Report, 67-68; Senate Document No. 151, ppe 63-64; Fummas,
op. oit., 18L-I86; Coulter, loc, oit., 26L-205; barser, op. oit., G4=65,

2ltbid., 227-230; Annual Report, 68; Cordon Report, L.
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Vital to the econamy of the isolated and scattered islands is

transportation. Only one railroad now operates in the territory, but,
even before highway transport became daminant, railways were used pri-
marily for cane transport rather than passenger service. The outstanding
development in post-war transportation has been the growth of air traffic.
In inter-island traffic, there is a scheduled passenger-freight line, a
scheduled freight line, and several charter lines., It is expected that
the volume of business will soon require another scheduled passenger line,
Both Pan Ameriocan Airways and United Air Lines maintain daily air service
between Hawaii and the mainland, while Northwest Airlines more recently
installed service to the Pacifioc Northwest. There is also regular ser-
vice to the Orient and Australasia. To handle this traffic in 1947 there
were sixteen airports, exclusive of military installations., While air
traffic has now outstripped by a large margin sea transport in passenger
load, both the Matson Navigation Company and the American President
Lines have regular passenger schedules for the mainland run. By Jume,
1948, however, full pre-war schedules still had not been resumed, due
in part to air competition. Freight, of course, remains predaminantly
sea-borne in ocean tremsport. Air traffic has been even more effective
in reduwsing passenger traffic by water in inter-island travel. Furthermore,
tugs and barges are replacing steamship freighters. The Ianter-Island
Navigation Company has cut its service in half and may reduce present

schedules in the near futuro.ze

zzmureook, Ope cit., 113-115; Annual Report, 16-19, 50-51; Cordon
Report, L; Simpich, loo, oif., 571-573; Xuykendall and Day, ope. oit., 27123
Clark, op. oit., 263-26L., =
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Facilitating cammerce and business alike is a highly developed
ocaxmunication sysbem which has expanded scme since the war, This system
includes intér-island wireless telephone and telegraph service, land tele-
phones, transoceanic radio telephane and telegraph, and ship-shore serv:lco.23

Despite the discontinuance in 1947 of two large sugar plantatioms,
an event the Governor characterized as a "severe blow to the econamy of
the Territory,"a* and a number of business failures, the governort!s amnual
report was optimigtic. Indices, such as bank deposits, value of business,
establisiment of new businesses and inoreased retail sales, all pointed
to a sound econamy, as had the same indioces for the previous year.a5

Despite manifest wealmesses, the Hawaiian econamy in 1948 held
praaise. But not so promising to many during the years had been the
econamic and political role which they feared the "Big Five"™ would have
in the State of Bawaii. Strictly defined, the term "Big Five" refers to
the following Honolulu-based factors or business agencies: American Fao-
tors, Ltd., C. Brewer and Campany, Ltd., Alexander and Baldwin, Castle
and Cooke, Ltd., and Theo, H. Davies, Ltd. Together these five firms
represented in 1945 plantations responsible for 96.5 percent of Hawaii's
total sugar production. Each of the three largest produced more than
twenty percent of the tosal. Sugar plantations independent of these

faotors have been rare in Hawaiian history. Usually overlooked are three

23 Annual Report, 68; Senate Dooument No. 151, pp. 63, 76.
2l nnual Report, Lb.
25mvid., 23, L6, 66673 Corden Report, L.
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smaller agencies: F. A. Sohaefer and Company, Ltd., F. L. Waldrom, Ltd.,
and Bishop Trust Company. Time and usage have given the term "Big Five"
the erroneous connotation of five families or even five men. Despite
agency efforts to eliminate its use, the term remains as inseparable a
part of the Hawaiian vocabulary as Aloha, and is used almost as ofton.26

This agenoy system grew out of the need of the early, isolated
plantations for a representative in Honolulu to handle cane shimments,
purchase supplies and machinery, manage funds and aid in procuring labor.
As the system developed, the agencies, in times of depression, bolstered
the plantations with heavy loans or purchases of stock. Gradually, too,
they came to supervise plantation insurance, accounting, legal, real estate
and tax matters, For these services the faotors received cammiesions
based on the gross proceeds earned by the individual plantations. But
the main eoonamic power and profits of the agenocies came, in time, to
emanate fram stock ownership, interlocking directorates, family relation-
ships and trusteeships. As previously stated, profitable sugar produsction
in Hawaii required much eapital, astute management and high organization.
The "Big Five™ furnished these needs and reaped the profits. Obviously,
those having the greatest voice in the affairs of sugar also came to have
the most power over the whole econamy. As in the past, both the factors
and the plantations are organiged as cammon stock campanies. Often the

agency owns stock in the plantations it serves, while the plantation may

261areads, "Report,” loc. oit., 17; Vandercook, op. oit., 155, 1583
Barber, op. oit., 67-69; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., ?;T-?ﬂf For Ger=
man origin of Amerioan Factors, Ltd., see Barber, op. cit., L7; Kuykendall
and Day, op. oit., 271; and Senate Dooument No. 151, pe 67.
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well own stock in the agency. Today there are approximately 16,000 stock-
holders in the plantation ocompanies. Stock ownership in the agencies is
less scattered. "Big Five" stock ocan be bought on the Honolulu Stock Bx-
change, but its high price limits turn-over, and it tends to remain in the
seme hands. In 1941 two of the factors were almost entirely within family
oon‘t:rol.a7

Had the factors limited themselves to the sug;r industry, however
vital, they would have avoided much oriticism. However, other firms soon
sought the counsel of the employers of probably the ablest business and
professional minds in the islands., Sometimes these firms gave positions on
directors' boards to "Big Five"™ leaders. Gradually the "Big Five"™ spread
out, not only because of their business "kmnow-how" but because they had cap-
ital to invest. While there is disagreement as to the amount of power the
"Big Five" has come to wield in the pineapple industry, it is safe to say
that the factor system has never penetrated as deeply here as in the sugar
industry. What oontrol the factors have gained in this industry dates main-
ly from the year 1932 when the depression would have decimated Hawaii's
second industry without financial aid fram "Big Five" and mainland inves-
tors. Two of the largest growers of pineapples are mainland firms, which,

inoidentally, have always worked easily with the "Big Five,"0

2Tpaniel Jemes, “Hawaii's Claims to Statehood," The American Mercury,
LXIII (September, 1946), 330-331; Hearings, HeR. 49-56, pp. 193-104; LAr-
cade, "Report," loc. oit., 16; Barber, op. oit., L1-42, LL4=51; Vandercook,
% oit., 157; Coulter, Ioc. oit., 240; Kuykendall and Day, ops oit., 226~
9 [ ]

2
8& s, HeR. 236, pe 233; Larcade, "Report," loc. cit., 17;

Senate Dooument No. 151, p. 69; Barber, op. oit., L2, 55-57; Furnas, op.
o1t., 183; Coulter, loc. oit., 250; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit,., 272;
Clark, op. oit., 236; Hearings, Con. Res. 18, p. 637,
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A "Big Five" affiliate has been the Matson Navigation Campany, Ltd.,
which for many years practically controlled mainland-Hawaiian freight and
passenger traffic., With the aid of the United States Maritime Cammission,
the American Presidents Line now offers campetition, while Matson attempts
to gain a weighty interest in Pan American Alrways were checked first by
the Civil Aeronautios Board and later by federal legislation. Other ship-
ping lines, hotels, doocks, utilities, btanks, retail and wholesale stores,
export-import businesses and insurence--all have been "Big Five™ interests.
"Big Five" money and advice found its way into almost all econamio ven-
tures of notees Furthermore, by wise management, such as retiring bonds
in prosperous years, the “Big Five" and the plantations maintained a sound
basis for their varied opent:lons.29

But to the "Big Five" came diffioult times. The first break in its
prestige came with the speculation-born losses in the 1929 marlet orash
and the effects on Hawaiian public opinion and Hawaiian eoconamy of the
legislation, especially conoerning labor, of the anti-momopolistic New
Deal administration. So damaging were thsse two forces alone that the
"Big Five," in the early thirties, hired and heavily financed a press.
agent to return the "Big Five"™ to the good graces of Hawaiian public opin~
ion and to improve mainland impressians of the islands, Island=inspired
artioles and pictures soon flooded the mainland press and magazines. I.!.tex",

mainland writers, photographers and columnists were lured to Hawaii on

29fuykendall and Day, ops oit., 272-273; Barber, op. oit., 43-hli;
Furnas, ope oit., 183; Clark, op. oit., 236; Vandercook, OPe ol%., 156=157.
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pre-paid vacations. A part of this campaign was the publication in 1939
of John W. Vandercookts ;K_i_r_l_g; Cane, the publishing costs of which were shared
with the publisher by the sugar industry. Similar efforts were made in
the islands, especially among students and teachers, to press the wvalues
of BHawaiit's econamic systm.30

Attributed to the ®Big Five" was amother measure to emhance its
prestige--the instituting of a spying system to discourage employee oriti-
cism of "Big Five"™ methods and policies. The alleged policy of employee
intimidation will be discussed lader in comnnsction with the 1937 Congres-
sional investigation in anaii.5l

Despite all efforts, however, the assaults on "Big Five"™ power con=-
tinued. Extremely damaging were the invasions of mainland firms such as
S. H. Kress and Campany and Sears, Roebuck Campany. This competition hurt
"Big Five"™ interests in the retail trade. Also govermment defense con-
struction contracts prior to World War II brought in new firms, with their
own persomnel, as well as new business ideas and methods. These contrects,
t0o, provided minimum labor standards and govermment accoumting supervisiom.
The war-time infusion of new business blood is still acting upon island
business methods and ox-ge.n.i.'.o.'t::I.o:aun.z'2

Another challenge to the "Big Five™ was the business debut in the

1920t's of the American-born, American-educated immigrants!' children who,

3oBeu'ber, OP. oit., 65-66, 81-90, 93-=97; Euykendall and Day, ope
cit., 272. — i

SlBarber, op. oite, 77-79, 95-%.

%2 1vid., 66-69; Fuykendall and Day, ope oite, 273-27Ls
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for the first time, gave Hawaii a substantial and numerous middle class.
Bven as this second gensration left the plantations for small businesses,
fams, orafts and professions, mechanization further depleted the number
of workers which the "Big Pive" could, at the least, guide in their think-
ing and voting. The last war only strengthened this middle olass. Bank
deposits increased two- or three-fold between 19)1 and 1946, while an esti-
mated 1,000 or more camparatively poor islanders had gained camfortable
fortunes by 1945. These gains were largely made by restaurant owners,
taxi campany operators, printers, theater owners and similar small busi-
ness people. Among these, the Chinese and Japanese were pmdminent.Z' 5

The post-war oonsensus of opinion seems to be that Hawaii offers
many opportunities for both small and large business and that the "Big
Five," whatever its past power, is no longer impervious to able competition.
Bven in its stronghold, agriculture, small farming is on the increase.

In that field, where Hawaii pays plantation labor almost three times as
much as does its campetitor, Cwba, a sugar price drop could be very in-
Surious to the plantation system, where the "Big Five!s" basic power
ues.z'h

The trend of testimony in the various Congressional investiga-
tions into Hawaii's readiness for statehood certainly indicates a waning

of "Big Five" power., Impressively numerous in the 1935 investigation were

3’3(}Il.urk, ope oit., 262; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 272-27L;
Barber, op. oit., 01-OLs Taylor, loc. oit., 25. ~

ﬂ'!nyhnthll and Day, op. oit., 2733 Taylor, loc. oit., 102;
Annual Report, 67; Clark, op. elt,, 236-266; Cordon Report, 3.
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charges that the ™Big Five" used intimidation to control elections and to
quash opposition to statehood. Fears were expressed that statehood would
give the "Big Five" camplete control of the islands, Some believed that
many oitizens would not testify against statehood for fear of losimg their
jobs. Some opposed statehood simply because the ®Big Five™ supported it,
the implication being that what the agencies wanted must be bad for the
ordinary citizen. ™Big Five"™ labor policies, too, were oriticized. Testi-
mony of other witmesses refuting these oharges oould not oampletely eradi-
cate their foroe.35 The 1937 investigation produced similar outbursts,
but there was no way to definitely verify the repeated charges that many
opposed to statehood were afraid to appear before the cammittee .36 The
report of this joint oamittee gave considerable attention to the "Big
Five." While justifying the existence of large-scale agriculture, the
report stated, "Today Hawaii's industry is largely controlled by a number
of closely integrated oorporations."37 There was an analysis of "Big Five"
stock ownership and the comolusion that there was a "fairly wide" dis-

tribution of stook in industrialized sgrioulture.Be The ocammittee's

35Heari s, H.R. 3034s Testimony against "Big Five," pp. 25-26,
Ll5"'-l-7o 57=38, ] 710 73"7}4: 136: 138: 155'158: 191"1920 19)4'195, 208.
233, 267, 269-271; testimony favoring "Big Five," pp. 55, 153, 181-182,
201, 20k4, 209, 282, 229, 291.

3é'Hearmgs, Con. Res. 18: Testimony against "Big Five," pp. 71-
7‘4- 55"567-76:-81-0 9'4-9 157-158, 17)4"182s 203'206: &5'@6: 276“2780 283,
3al,, L1, L68; testimony favoring "Big Five," pp. 51, 65-66, 128-129, 131,
133: 155"1561 282: 305'3060 389'3903 h22’ 1166. )4830 5760

3Tsenate Dooument No. 151, pp. 65, 6L4=65.

Bria., €6, 67.
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findings, however, tended to mirror the confusion of the testimony. While
' admitting that econamic policies were determined by very few and that the
number of persons who privately approached the cammittee because of fear
of reprisal was ilmpressive, it did not find conditions as bad as in scme
mainland areas where corporations held my.39 But, by 19465, witnesses
seemed much less concerned about the "Big Five." There was testimony
either charging or admitting interlooking interests of agencies, planta-
tions, and steamship lines, and there was same fear expressed regarding
political and econamic control by the "Big Five." However, representatives
of what logiocally should have been the chief oritics of "Big Five"™ power,
the Congress of Industrial Organizations and the Ameriocan Federation of
Labor, expressed the opinion that the "Big Five" could no longer daminate
the Hawaiian econamy or suppress labor., With the exception of a few, the
"Big Five!s" oritics gave much more temperate appraisals than in previous
yearse.

The final report of the 1945 cammittee, generally accepted to have
made the most exhaustive of all surveys of Hawaiian 1life, contains the
following statement:

e o o the Big Five daminates a great portion of Hawaii's econamy,
but this econamioc dominance has not prevented the establisiment
of many and varied businesses. There are good prospects for
small business in Hawaii, Further, the influence of the Big

Five has not prevented the emactment of progressive 1oﬁshtion
in the field of labor, eduocation, health, and welfare,

391bid., 68=T70.

ham‘rj_nsg, H.Re 256: PP. 113"11)4: 135"15,4: 138-139, 222‘236: 359,
L7k, LBL=B5, T83-821.

l1raroade, "Report,” loc. oit., 20.
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The oamittee further found nothing that ". . . indiocated the existence
in business life of oollusion or fraud or any agreement or oambination
in restraint of trade."s2

In the Congressional investigation of Maroh, 1947, the "Big Five"
was not mentioned as an obstacle to statehood, although Seoretary of In-
terior Julius A. Erug characterized it as ", . . the potent econamio group."l"3
The 1948 oammittee found soant attention paid by witmesses to the "Big Five."
There were statements that "Big Five™ damination was exaggerated and that
labor had broken its power. There was one mention of fear of ropr:latl.“"
In the same year Senator Guy Cordon, as a result of his investigation,
stated: ". . . they dominate the financial 1life of the islands only to
‘the extent that other large industries and corporations dominate financial
affairs in the States." Agreeing essentially with the 1946 oommittee's find-
ings, Senator Cordon felt independent enterprise was free to develop, pro=
gressive eoonomic legislation possible and restraint of trade not in evidence ."5

The results of a survey of the business-financed Hawaiian Eoonamio

Foundation in 1948 tended further to explode domination oharges against

mI’bid., 20, For expressions in 1945 of mainland sentiment against
statehood on the basis of "Big Five" power, see various letters to ocumittee
and members of Congress, Enabling the People of Hawaii To Form A Constd tu-
tion and State Govermment To ‘ooﬁfdmﬁ:ﬂ'%ﬁo—ﬁhe Union on an Bqual Footing
with the Original States, Hearing, Pursuant Lo H.R. 3043, House Committee
‘on the Territories, 9 Congress, 1 Session, 10, 21-2l, 35-36, Hereafter
oited as Hearing, HeR. 36L3.

W3mearings, H.R. 49-56, pe L5; see ibid., 16, 118, 129, 182.
Uhigearings, H.R. L9 and S. 11, pp. 2L, L8, 273-27L, 277, W65, LLT.

wCordon Report, 8.
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the "Big Five." The survey found that all Hawaii's 831 corporations
had in total assets less than one large mainland steel company. It fur=-
ther found 34,000 stockholders in these companies——an average of one stock-
holder to every three families. It found that the "Big Five" controlled
twenty percent of Hawaiian corporation assets, while they were themselves
owned by 4,500 stockholders .j"6

To pioture the "Big Five™ as no longer an econamic power in the
islands would be inaccurate. But the evidense points both to a decrease
in their powsr and an increase in competition. In 1947 there were over
38,000 business enterprises in I*Ia:mad.'t..h'7

There seems no reason longer to brand the "Big Five" as a deter-
rent to statehood. If their testimony is any indication, the Hawaiian
people, themselves, no longer consider the "Big Five™ a great political
or econamic threat. Furthermore, to a great extent, credit belongs to
the leaders, past and present, of these concerns for the remarkable achieve-
ments of Hawaiian agriculture and therefore Hawaiian econamic progress.
Their predecessors literally created the wealth in sugar and pineapple
which is still the basic source of island revenue. Their policies have
often been selfish; they have tended to take upon themselves too much
responsibility for what they felt was island welfare; but certainly they

have earned same share in BHawaiian wee,li:.h.)"B

g owswoek, Tol. 32 (October L, 19L8), 68-69.

h7cordon Report, L3 Barber, op. cit., 260-262,

l‘st':x's'fm'(l, loc, oit., 733 Barber, op. ocit., T76=T7 .
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It seems, however, that the following charges can be made against
the "Big Five": (1) they olung over-long to the patermalistio system of
employer-employee relationships; (2) they undoubtedly attempted to wield
more political power than was their due; (3) they opposed too long the
growth of the labor union; and (L) they have been over-sensitive to oriti-
oism and advice in the past. It seems evident that these mistakes of the
"Big Five" tended to build up a resentment against management and a solid
tradition of real or imagined grievansces among workers which has led to
an over=dependsnce of labor upon any leaders who would show the way to
higher living lmm. Paternalizn, iteelf, must have tended to weaken
the laborers! initiative and independence of thought. If the labor move=-
ment in Hawaii today shows many signs of immaturity and lack of responsi-
bility, part of the blame for that weakmess lies with the "Big Hvo."hg

Of all the factors eontributing to the deoline of "Big Five" power,
the rise of labor stands foremost. So great has labor's power beoome
that one of the 'Big Five" leaders said several years ago, "It's now the
Big 8ix--the Big Five and Harry Bridgol."so The businessman was refer-
ring to the leader of the Intermational Longshoremen's and Warehouseamen's
Union, the strongest labor organization in the islands., But Hawaiian labor's

upsurge to power has been recent--almost preocipitant,

l'9!'01- disoussions of patermalism in the islands, see ibid., 70=Th,
252-253; Kuykendall and Day, ope cit., 271; Crawford, loc. oI:E 733 Fure-
nas, op. oit., 186-187; Vandercook, op. cit., 78-97.

Soh.ylor, locs 0it., 25, In the spring of 1950 Barry Bridges was
convicted of perjury whe he swore he was 20t & Camunist and was sentenced
to a prisor term. As a result, he has lost his American citizenship,
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Bawaii's begizmmings under American sovereignty found contraoct
labor still in force. Prior to the provision of a territorial govern-
ment, measures were introduced in Congress, one passing in the House, to
outlaw contract labor. However, it was the Organic Ast of 1900 which
finally made further contract labor walueless by providing that oriminal
proceedings against labor contract violators oould not be carried through
the courts. This provision applied to all labor contracts, even those
entered into before the passage of the Organic Aot.Jl

One obstacle to effective labor organization was removed, but many
hindrances remained. Pitting an improved paternalism against unionizatiom,
employers, with considerable sucocess for many years, turned public opimion
againgt labor "agitation," utilized a trespass law to bar organizers fram
the plantations, and periodically bettered wages and living standards to
stem unrest. The Hawaiian public, itself, had little understanding of
the aims and methods of organized labor, often felt high-principled pa-
ternalism made unions unnecessary, and, especially in earlier years, con-
fused moves for better labor conditions with racial unrest. The later
union polioy, especially of the C. I. 0., to import mainland organizers
little versed in Hawaiian conditions antagomiged public opinion. Even the
workers delayed unionization. They had no traditions of labor organization;
their leaders were usually inexperienced, inept, and inclined to be per-
sonally ambitious. Racial division and suspicion, and, later, jurisdictionmal

squabbles weakened labor. Furthemore, workers, acoustamed to personal

5%% ssional Record, 56 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 33, Part II,

1983, 19853 11, 2319-2%2L; Rowland, "Contract Labor," 266~269;
Barber, Ope ¢it,., 57=59¢
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dealings with their employers, at first found the more formal uniocn-
management relationship foreign. Over all hmg a traditional Hawaiian
distaste for any activity suggestive of industrial utrife.52

The early membership in skilled trade unions, the first established
in 1884, was small and usually oomposed of newcamers fram the mainland.

A ocentral labor oouncil and affiljation with national organizations did
not develop until the early 1900's. Exoept for a few strikes in 1919 and
1920, these wnions made little impression on territorial 1life until the
19301 8.

Plantation labor disturbances came earlier. The majority group of
plantation laborers, the Japanese, tended in inoreasing numbers to settle
permanently in the islands and to oonsider plantation labor their life's
work. Consequently, they set out to improve working oondi tions. Unfor-
tunately, their activities gave a raoial oaste to early labor movements
whioh bhurt both labor and the Japansse community. A series of strikes
geining minor ooncessions began in the 1890's. The olimax came in 1909
when a four-month strike ocost the plantations an estimated $2,000,000.
Better wages and improved working conditions resulted, but this strike,
arousing recial fears, led to the search for another labor source. The
Philippine Islands thereafter became the oenter for reoruitment. As
World War I ended, labor unrest brought the formation of the Federation
of Japansse Labor in Hawaii and the Filipino Laborers' Association. &im-

ilar demands made by both organizations were rejeoted by the H.S.P.A.

72uykendall and Day, op. olt., 274-276; Purnas, loo. oit., 133;
Barber, op. ¢it., 69-T0. o —_—
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The resulting strike in 1920, in which the Japanese held out for seven
months, gained a thirty percent wage inorease and abolition of Caucasian-
Oriental wage differentials, Destructive to the amount of $12,000,000,
the strike indirectly caused the deaths of same 1,200 members of strikers'
families, who, evicted from the plantations, had orowded into influenza-
infested Homolulu. At this point the territorial legislature umsuccess-
fully petitioned Congress for renewal of Chinese immigration to overcame
what it considered a Japanese conspiracy. But further dependence upon
Filipino labor -did not end labor troubles. An eight-month Filipino strike
in 192); was marked by extreme violence. Thereafter labor peace marised
plantation life through most of the 1930's. By 1935 one writer was re-
porting plantation wages higher than those enjoyed by mainland farm ].n.l:;or.53

Perhaps the cambined effects of the depression, inoreased mechaniga-

tion and a growing native=born labor forse in reducing plantation labor
needs strengthaned management's hand during the fourth decade of the cen-
tury. There was a Filipino strike in 1937, which resulted in a wage in-
orease, and a pineapple plantation strike. But minor strikes in 1939 made
no headway. Most significant in this period were the organiring efforts
of the I.L.W.U., Coel.0. affiliate, which had entered Hawaii through or=-
ganigation of waterfront workers. Under the leadership of Jack W. Hall,

active in Hawaii in the late thirties, the I.L.W.U. sounded out plantation

53Andm W. Lind, Hawaii's Japanese, An Experiment in Democrac
(Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press, 10Lb), 20-22 ;T&B‘ﬁ!‘u
and Day, op. oit., 279-282; Barber, op. cit., 132-135; Crawford, loc. oit.,
73. In 1909 There was a gmmant-‘!%mm attempt to recruit labor

in southern Burope. See Lindsay, loc. cit., 310, See ibid. for contem-
porary alarm over Japansse labor activities.
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workers. In 1939 the first election under the National lLabor Rslations
Act gave a CeI.0. local exclusive bargeining rights on one plantation and
the next year the first umion contraoct with a sugar company was signed.
The American Federation of Labor also organized one plantation. However,
due to employer and employee resistance, these efforts were mainly in the
nature of oxpermnta.ﬂ‘

A series of Pacific coast shipping strikes in the mid~thirties
spread enthusiazm for labor organization to the Hawaiian waterfront. O(me
of these strikes, covering a three-month period in late 1936 and early
1937, also brought hame to the Hawaiian people their wulnerability to
shipping stoppages. The first labor contracts were signed in 1935 be-
tween shipping companies and locals of the Sailor's Thion of the Pacific,
A.F. of L. affiliate. The I.L.W.U. became a strong force on the waterfront
the next year. Both this organization and the A.F. of L. participated in
a strike against the Inter-Island Steamship Campany in 1938 in which vio-

lence fhnd.ss

5"8&rber, ope oit., 59=61; Clark, op. cit., 172-173; Kuylsndall and
Day, op. oit., 282; Taylor, loc. cit., 100. For early activities of Jaok
Ball, see Clark, op. oit., 159-172; "Hawaii--Struggle for Control," Newsweek,
Vol. 29 (April 7,";91;77,_263 and Taylor, loo. oit., 102, For deseriptiom
of plantation working and living conditions In the thirties, see Hearings,
Con. Res. 18, pp. 633, 637; Vandercook, op. cit., 102-103; DuPuy, op. oit.,
120-121; COul‘ber, loc. cito, 2!‘2-21}33 ch-%. OPe Oito, ]lj.9"'1563 B@;’F;r.
ope cit., T4 A rise in wage scales was spurred Dy the neocessity for plan-
Tations to meet Department of Agriculture standards in order to receive
benefits under the Sugar Control Act of 1937. See Barber, ope cit., The

55mwbmh11 and Day, op. oit., 276-277; Barber, Ope cit., 69, 221,
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But it was the effects of World War II which fashioned Hawaiian
labor into possibly the strongest econamio force in the islands today.
The transformation began in 1939 when the invading mainland defense workers
brought with them not only the higher mainland wage standards but infec-
tious enthusiasm for unicaism. Deoisive, however, in oconverting Hawaiian
labor to organigzation was the attitude and policies of the military gov-
ermeent whioch took charge of the islands on December 7, 1941. Throughout
the war general camunity resentment of high-handed military usurpation
of oivil authority reinforced the laboring man's conviotion that his par-
tioular grievances were very real. Wages and jobs were frogen. Control
boards, usually camposed of an Army officer and leading businessmen or
planters, dealt with recalcitrant workers. Fines and/or imprisoment
awaited workers who attampted to change Jjobs or were absent fraom their
assigned tasks without permission. The immediate denger to Hawaii during
the first months of the war made these restriotions bearable, but, as the
war moved west, discontent grew. There were charges, with some foundatioem,
that the military goverzmment actively discouraged further unionization.
Heavy work loads, as well as blackout and ourfew restrictions, praotiocally
eliminated union aotivity during the first two years. The aotive member-
ship in the unions suffered a precipitant drop. While the plantations fur-
nished Amy engineers with work crews, the war-time need for sugar led to
a poliocy of freezing plantation labor to the fields. Barred both from
higher-paying construction work and enlistment in the services, planta-
tion labor resented its oconfinement to seemingly non-essential work. The

sucoess of revived I.L.W.U. organizing activities in 19Ll, among certain
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olasses of sugar workers indicated that the Hawaiian worker was, at last,
ready for uniontuﬁ.on.sé’
| Bawaiian management, meanwhile, had not been blind to the changing
labor climate. Convinced by 1943 that evidences of irresponsible labor
leadership and mounting indignation over war-time labor restrioctions boded
ill for post-war industrial peaoce, business firms organized the Bawaii
Bmployer's Council. By 1947 it represented a majority of all Hawaiian
business enterprises, amall and large, haole and non-white., Finanoial
contributions to the Council's upk'eep are made in acoordanoce with the
size of the individual member's business. It has stated its main ob=-
jeotives to be the strikdng of a balance between the respomsibilities of
labor and management and the protection of the interests of the gensral
publio in labor-management relations. It hopes also, through planning,
to provide maximum employment opportunities and to further industrial
peace, Undoubtedly, it also hopes to gain for industry the high opinion
of the gensral publio. Reoruited to lead its aotivities was a mainland
industrial relations expert, James P, Blaisdell, supported by a trained '
staff, Following Blaisdell's reoammsndations, the Counoil has already
made progress in standardizing employer-employee relations, working con=-

ditions and wages throughout Hawaiian industry. Mr. Blaisdell often aots

Sfuykendsll and Day, ope oit., 277-279; Clark, op. oit., 158-159,
174=175; Taylor, loce oit., 100, For charges of military intimidation and
repression regarding union activities, see Iohiro Izuka, The Truth About
Cammunism in Hawaii (Honolulu: Privately Printed, 1947), 12-I3; Clark,
ope 0i%t., 174=IT5. For resume of strikes, 1940 to September, 1945, see
Taroade, "Report," loo. oit., Exhibits, 712-71L. During the aotual war
years, January, 19,2, Bhrough August, 1945, there were a total of 17
strikes, involving approximately 805 men and a loss of approximately
2,366 man days.
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for member firms in negotiating labor ccntracts. The existence of such
an organization indicates that private enterprise in Hawaii is not omly
alive but alert, as in the past, to every new addition to man's knowledge,
whether in agrioculture or industrial relations, whioch may advance its
cause, There seems present, too, if disguised, same remnant of the old
missionary gzeal for the welfare of all Hawaii's poople.57

While the A.F. of L. grew during the war and lent aid to an un-
successful revolt of a sugar worker!s local fram the I.L.W.U. in 19)48,
its progress cannot campare with the phenamenon of the I.L.W.U. Workers
in no field of employment have been rejeoted by the I.L.W.U. in its organ-
izing gzeal--to the longshoremen have been added architeots, cooks, office
workers, teachers, drivers, govermment employees, laundry workers, fire-
men and nurses, But most fruitful has been its work in the pineapple and
sugar industries, over which it now exeroises an almost ocamplete monopoly.58

The passage by the 1945 territorial legislature of the Hawaiian
Labor Relations Act, or "Little Wagner Act,” extended to plantation field
labor the bargaining and organizational rights of previous federal legis-
lation. Plantation eleotions found workers not anly overwhelmingly pro-
union but almost unanimous in their selection of the I.L.W.U. as their
bargaining agents In the summer of 1945 the sugar industry signed with

the I.L.W.U. the first industry-wide labor contraot, whioch included

5Telark, op. oit., 163-169; Taylor, loc. oit., 100; Euykendall and
Day, ope cit., 2 a.

Sa?nms, ope oit., 187; Taylor, loc. cite., 100; EKuykendall and
Day, op. oit., 3 clark, ope oite., 174=I75; larcade, "Report," loc. oit.,
ExhibIts, 710; Thamas Lawremce O'Brien, The Plot to Sovietize Hawall ~—
(Eilo, Bawaii, T.H.: The Hawaii News Printshop, IOLB)J, 5b.
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substantial wage inoreases, provision for olassification of jobs and a
sottlement of $1,500,000 for back wa.ges.59

Of significance in the union movement since the war has been the
prominent role in membership and leadership taken by workers of Japanese
ancestry, who, in May of 19465, represented almost 40 percent of planta-
tion union membership., While cammon union membership of all races should
aid interracial relatioms, the predominance of the Japanese in a group
tending to disturd camunity life may bring future oriticism to the Japansse
as it did in the early days of the oentury.éo

The industrial troubles foreseen by members of the Hawaii Employert's
Council were not lacking in 1945 when every month brought strikes or strike
threats. Trucking, transit, shipping and tuna-packing companies all were
affected. But the main industrial oonflict came to revolve around the
I.L. W.U.'s oampaign to end paternalism. The perquisite system under
which management furnished free housing, utilities, and medical and rec-
reational facilities came under fire. The union was caught by surprise
when the Hawaiian Pineapple Company in 1946 lent full support to the cam-
paign. It turned over its housing to a separate agency, fram which workers
could rent their homes, and offered a pay boost which more than covered

the estimated cost of former aorvioos.61

59c1lark, op. cit., 176=1T7; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 2853
Hearings, H.R. 236' Pe 97Te

601104, op. oit., 253-254, 25%a.

61&0hw11 and Day, op. oit., 278-279, 282; Taylor, loc. oit.,
101' Furnas, Opo Oito, 1870 o
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Uneasy over this vietory, the I.L.W.U., demanded more of the sugar
industry: inoreased wages, a LO-hour week, and a union shop. When the
industry refused to meet the full wage demands, workers struck, August 31,
1946, on thirty-three plantations. This 79-day strike is estimated to
have cost the Territory's people $20,000,000, the strikers alone losing
fram seven to eight million dollars in wages. One plantation is said to
have lost $3,000,000. Further, a tremendous amount of potential sugar
was lost while the mainland still was under ratianing. The final settle-
ment abolished the perquisite system and boosted the average daily wage
to over seven dollars. The additional cost to the sugar industry annually
was estimated at between ten and seventeen million. Omne plantation ceased
operation. From this strike issued a move toward increased mechanization
to counter rising wage costs. Also, it offered proof of the wvulnerability
of Hawaii's main industry to strikes. The worker, suffering fram wage
losses, found his take-hame pay less than boforo.ée

Mutual distrust and much bitterness marked union-menagement re-
lations during the strike. Particularly, the union found it difficult
to understand the industry's willingness to end the perquisite system.
However, both labor negotiations and preparation of various govermment-
required data on wages had been imoreasingly plagued by the lack of agree-

ment at any one time of either govermment or private authorities as to

Gordon 14; Euykendall and Day op. oit., 283; Taylor
loc. oit., I0I-I Mﬁﬁfark ops oit., 179-182, J et -
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the exnot cash value of perquisites. Paternalism's value had been ex-
cesaded by its (l*l.tmin.:rl:tgu.63

Hawaii meanwhile suffered as usual fram shipping strikes. These
strikes, originating either in Hawaii or the West Coast, had compliocated
island life in 193), 1936, 1939-40, and 1945, They extended in length
fran 53 to 98 days.St

By December of 1945, numerically at least, Bawaiian labor had came
of ages The A.F. of L. represented L5 organizations and the C.I.O., 68.
In addition, there were several independent and govermment employee unions,.
Membership, not including govermment employees, was estimated to be be-
tween 55,000 and 60,000 by 19).4.7.65

Politioally, labor had made tremendous gaina, The C.I.0. Political
Aotion Cammittee, organized under ths leadership of Jack Hall, now regicnal
direoctor for the I.L.W.U., saw a majority of its approved candidates eleo-
ted to the territorial legislature in 194lic It was this legislature, in-
oidentally, which passed the "Little Wagner Act." It has been charged that
the P.A.C., by approving popular candidates, had made an impression far
in excess of its aotual stremgth. If it was just a ruse to impress po-

litical aspirants and union membership, it certainly succeeded. A Hilo

3purnas, op. oit., 188; Taylor, loo. oit., 101; Clark, ops oits,
179-182, — e i o

SUgtatonood for Hawaii, Camunist Penetration of the Hawaiian Islands,
Report Relative to Investigation with Reference to H.R. L9, Commlittee o
Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate, 80 Congress, 2 Session, 10, Bere-
after oited as Butler Report,

65Lareads, "Report,” loo. oit., Exhibits, 709-711; Kuykendall and
Day, op. oit., 283,
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radio oamentator has described the long line of political candidates
who went before the P.A.C. endorsement cammittee on Big Island in 1946,
In this eleotion, P.A.C.=backed candidates numbered 51, mainly Democrats,
of wham 35 were elected.s The resulting territorial legislature, oonvening
February 19, 1947, was deadlooksd because of an even number of Republi-
oans and Demoorats in the lower house. For eighteen days legislative work
awaited the outcame of the struggle for the speaker's chair, which repre-
sented control of the legislature. Jack Hall and his lieutenants worked
openly and feverishly to gain the chair for the Democrats--e viotory which
would have meant virtually a P.A.C.-oontrolled legislature. Finally one
Democrat broke ranks and voted with the Republicans. Since the P.A.C.
had failed in the eleotions to tie the Senate, the I.L.W.U. failed in
what seems to have been a deliberate, long-planned scheme to daminate the
legislative branch of the Hawaiian govermment., The time lost in moves
for power was never recovered, The 1947 legislature acoamplished little.
Among the issues for which the P.A.C. had campaigned were redistributiom
of land to small owners by oonfiscation of large estates, prohibition of
racial discrimination in employment, extension of existing labor legis-
lation, unlimited property taxation and govermment housing. It is not
surprising that Ball could tell a House investigating cammittee in 1946
that Big Five political power was dead, There were, at this time, ex-
pressiocns of fear that the Democratic Party had fallen campletely into
the bands of the I.L.W.U. Because of the close connection between later

I.L.N.U. moves, both political and econamical, to the general questiomn
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of Cormunist infiltration of the islands, these developments will be
desoribed in the next oh&ptor.66

Labor received the full attention of Congressional committees a
little later than had the "Big Five." In the 1935 investigation, mentions
of labor oonditions were ram.67 Complaints were made two years later
to the joint investigating ocammittee of long working hours and poor living
oonditions on the plantations. The ocommittee also ferreted out the faot
that Hawaiian labor legislation left much to be desired. The present
delegate to Congress, Joseph R, Farrington, intimated that these short-
ocomings would soon be remedieds The joint cammittee's report showed con=-
‘ cern about existing restrictive measures, suoh as the anti=piocketing law,
a riot law giving police immunity in cases where they took punitive action
in dispersing labor demonstrators, and an anti-trespass law, used by the
plantations to prevent organizers from reaching the workers. In general,
however, the committee cammended plantation labor conditions. Among its
recammsndations were the establisiment of a labor department and the
adoption of “a more definite labor polioy" by the territorial govanment.ée
It cammented that ", . . the Territory is substantially without modern
labor legislation.® In this case the caonmittee was thinking of the ab=-

sence of a child labor law and minimum wage and maximum hours la.w.69

“%, H.R. 2%, p. 133’ O'Bl'ien, .22_.- oit.. 1. lh’ lé'el’
Taylor, loc. oit., 25, 102; Euykendall and Day, op. oit., 199-200, 28L.

6THearings, H.R. 3034, ppe 15, 70=Tl.

685enate Dooument No. 151, pe 81; ibide, pp. 50, 70, T7=793 Hearings
Con. Res. 18, Pp. T7-19, L22; Furnas, loc, cit., 133, . .

69Semte Dooument No., 151, pe TO.




153
True to Farrington'e pramise, modernization of labor legislation
was soon forthoaming. Provided for in 1939 was a Department of Labor
and Industrial Relations, activated January 1, 1940. Child-labor, wage-
and-hour and social-insurance laws were passed. Mention has already been
made of the "Little Wagner Act," the provisions of which were duplicated
in only one state, Wisconsin, at the time of passage of the bill, Prao-
tically all federal labor legislation now extends to the iglands, suoh
as the Social Secwrity Act, National lLabor Relations Act, aots giving
" special proteotion to railroad, farm and maritime labor, the Federal Em-
ployers' Liability Aot and the Fair Labor Standards Ant.7o
In view of this legislation and the rapid unionization dbeginming
in the last days of the war, it was not surprising that the 1946 oam-
mittee found little fawlt with the Hawaiian labor situation. It reported
labor legislation progressive, the Labor Department capable, and uniomn-
ization strong. Semator Cordon's report in 1948 revealed preotiocally the
same oonditions .71
In the seame year Governor Stainback reported very favorably on the
work which the territorial Labor Department had been doing, especially

its sucocess in providing a more temperate climate for disoussiom of labor

T0nnual peport, 20; Larcade, "Report,” loo, oit., 18-19; Kuy=
kendall and Day, ope oit., 285. See Larcade, "Report,” loc, oit.,
Exhibits, 696=T0l;, Tor camplets list of labor legislation on boolks in
19l65.

T1bia,, 18-19; Cordon Report, i,




154
disputes. He also pointed to several developments which he thought indi-
cated a trend toward a more stable labor-management relationship in the
1slands.

By any standards Hawali today qualifies for statehood, if the
bases of juldgment be adequate labor legislation and equitable representa-
tion of the laboring man in the econamio and political councils of the
territorye The labor unions, by their ungualified approval of statehood,
oxhibit oonfidence that they oan well protect their interests under a
state gmment.73

However, the peoculiar vulnerability of the island eoconamy and
island 1life to any considerable disruption of its shipping sohedules or
the eperations of its basio sugar and pineapple industries lays upon labor,
as well as management, a heavier respansibility for public welfare than
that borne by the average wnion on the mainland, Note must be taken,
therefore, of the caments of various observers, inoluding the present
governor, upon the suddenness of the growth of unionism in the islands,
the tendency of wmion members to follow their leaders without question,
and the inexperience of both management and labor in industrial relatioms.
However, another observer, with firstehand experience in Hawaiian labor
relations, informed the 1945 investigating ocsmittee that Hawaiian iplmr-

employee relations were improving rapidly in quality. He further felt

T2Annuel Report, 9, 21,

T>Beerings, H.R. 49 and S. 11, pp. 26=31, 53-56, 89-91; Hearings,
H.R. 236, ppe I31-140., The Central Labor Couneil of the A.F. of L.

1946 would not cammit itself on statehood because of divisiom of opiniomn.
However, various A.F. of L. locals did support it. See Hearings, H.R. 236,

pp-137-138.
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that the post-war labor disputes in Hawaii provided no valid excuse to
deny statehood. Comsideration of both favorable and unfavorable camments,
as woll as the history of the labor movement in Hawall, makes sane con-
olusions possible. The very vulnerability of the islands to shipping and
industrial strikes will, in all 1likelihood,develop in the Hawaiian people
a public opinion more informed and more outspoken on industrial relations
than is found in most mainland states. Such a public opimion would be
the strongest defense against industrial relatiomships so poor as to
hurt beyond repair the Hawaiian econamic structure. Furthermore, Hawaii
is not alone in its need for improved labor-management relationships and
responsible leadership within the labor wnions. It seems safe to assume
that, barring the control of labor unions by subversive elements, Hawaiian
labor today offers no obstacle to statehood. More will be said later,
howsver, concerning the possibility of a strong subversive element within
the labér movqnont.ﬂ'"

One other aspeot of Hawaii's ecomamy deserves mention--the land
distribution. The gradual passing of private lands into the hands of
foreigners after the great land division under the momarchy has been des-
ocribed. Even before 1900 many were disturbed over the comcentration of
large amounts of Hawaii's scarce land in estates and plantations. It was
hoped that the provisions for homesteading, either on a fee simple or

long~term lease basis, in legislation of 1884 and 1895, would pramote

.mAnnml Report, 9; Furnas, ope oit., 188-189; Taylor, loc. oit.,

102,
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small farm ownership, encourage diversification of agriculture, and pro-
vide for the city-loving, carefree Eanakms a msans of gaining econamic
security. Both the general effects of this legislation and the Kanaka
response were disappeinting. The Organioc Act left much of Hawaii's land
laws intast, but Congress later restricted leases of govermment lands for
agrioultural purposes to five years and, in the case of corporatioms,
limited the aoreage. It was felt this policy would leave more publio
lands for small-parcel purchase by individuals, These restrictions, how-
ever, proved ineffeotive, Leases were later extended to fifteen years
and the limit on acreage was repealed, Congress had also provided that
leased agricultural lands could be withdrawn for hamesteading at any time.
But the hamesteading opportunities did not prove very popular and temdsd
to encourage land speculation. Undaunted, Congress passed the Hawaii
Homes Cammission Act in 1921, Limited to those of at least one-half
Hawaiian blood, it encouraged hamesteading on long-lease terms, Only
about ten percent of the eligible matives took advantage of its provisions.
More suocessful in providing suburban hame sites than small farmg, this
act has never fully met the purposes of its initiatorse An official sur-
vey in 1946 of hamesteading problems resulted in the suggestion that, in
the future, public lands be sold only for home sites, as amall-farm land
allocoations had proven impreotical, lLands for agriocultural use should be
leaged, the survey report further recommended. In praotice, the terri-
torial govermment has leased agricultural lands for a minimum rate and a
share in the profits from cultivation. This arrangement has been a sourve

of considerable govermment reveaue.
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The 1937 investigating ocammittee reviewed the land poliocies of
the territory and recammended ochanges in the Hawall Homes Cammission Ast,.
It also reported that the territorial govermment had reduced property
taxes in order to encourage home ownsrship. The camittee was displeased
with the great prevalence of tenanoy in the islands. But the general prob-
lem of land distribution continued.

Long a oritic of Hawaii!s land distribution and disturbed by poste
war housing and hamesite shortages on Oahu, Govermor Stainback in 195,
in oampliance with the findings of a Land Laws Revision Cammission, rec-
ammended the oreation of a govermment corporation to buy or confiscate
land, improve it, and sell it to prospeotive hame builders. A bill to
oarry out this recammendation failed passage in the 1945 legislature.

The investigating committee of 1945 found that the federal and
territorial govermments still owned 12,78 percent of the land. More dis-
turbing was the distribution of the 5722 percent in private ownership.
The largest estate owned 8,87 percent of the total land of Hawaii, This
famous Bishop estate was established by a native princess as a trust for
the education of Hawaiian boys and girls. PFPifty estates owned 59.55 per=-
oent, leaving only 17.67 for all other private property owners. The
- coouittee camented, . . . there is a ooncentration of land holdings in
the hands of a few persons, ommpanies, or estates, but atbempts have been

made to improve the situation, "0

To1arcade, "Report," loc. oit., 20; see also ibid., 15; Euykendall
and Day, ope oit., 203-210; Cordon Report, 9; Senate Document 151, pp. 83,
g% .g%.ﬁ%a'orcook, Ope oit., 1593 ngﬁgs, HeR. 236, PpP- 752,_722, T70,
[ ]



158

In 1947 the legislature appropriated funds for further sub-
division of govermment lands for sale as house sites. The liquidation
of one plantation on Oahu created more hamesite possibilities for that
orowded island. By 1948, according to the Cordon report, there was little
ohange in land distribution, and acute housing lot shortages on Oahu,
There has been much post-war oriticiam of land ownership concentration .
in view of the growth in population and rise in housing needs. While
this situation provides a serious problem, there seems to have been
little feeling either on the part of islanders or Congressicmal cammit-
oA 1% 2y Sliolal Pe the Slatiimed canes,T®

The econamic structure just described supports a population whioh,
in June of 1948, numbered an estimated 540,500. During the years in
whioh the statehood issue has been discussed, no single subject has re-
ceived as much cammsnt as the heterogensous nature of this populatl.on.n

Of the Cauoasian element little need be said. In 194B it repre-
sented the largest ethnic group in the islands—-33.4 percent. Also,
fram 1940 to 1948 it was the fastest growing element with an inorease
of 69,6 pereent. As it dominates econamic 1life through direct or in-
direct ownerebip of three-fourths of island property, it also continues
to be preeminent in the political and cultural life of Hawaii, although

other races are coming more and more to share Caucasian leadership.

T6annual Report, L46; Corden Report, 9-10; Euykendall and Day, op. olt.,
210, For description of operations under Bawail Homes Caumission Act, see
Holri.nga, Ho.R. 2%. PPe 573"5750
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Persons of American ancestry or mainland birth predominate in this group,
which, by and large, has been responsible for the amazing develomment of
the islands since Cook's disoovery. The language of the predeminant haole
national groups, Bnglish, has remained the chief medium of ocamumicaticm,
although various ethnic groups pontinuo to use their native tangues within
their respective commmities and there is ourrent a pidgin BEnglish often
used between recial groupl.76

Mustering 14,9 percent of the population in 1948, the Hawaiians
and part-Bawaiians have shown a oonsiderable numerical inorease in the
last decade. Falling to develop the acquisitive sense, this group tends
to remain at the bottam of the econamic scale, although it has produced
leaders in almost every field. Literate, attractive and drawn to urban
1life, the Eawaiians are employed in skilled and unskilled labor, ranching,
limited amall 4run1ng, shipping and the various oocoupations comnected
with the tourist trede, They also tend to appear in great numbers in
minor govermmental jobs, such as policemen, park keepers, janitors and
clerks. Politically the Hawaiian has always been active and his vote is
still an important force in any campaign, He usually, however, elects

haoles to office. Govermment attempts to draw the Hawaiian away fram the

oity into hamestead areas have nsver provea too suoccessful, so that he

still is not a large property owner. Intermarrying perhaps more than any

T8Ibid,, 64=65; Coulter, loc. cit., 269-270; DuPay, ops eite, 9=
975 Taylor, loc. oit., 25; Hearing, on H.R. 303}, House Commlttes on Terri-
tories, 7L Congress, 1 Session, May 31, 1935, p. 10. Hereafter cited as

Hearing, May, 1935.
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race, the Hawaiians, as a racial element will, in time, disappear in the
melting pot, but their ocontribution to the new racial type developing in
the islands will be a type of ocontinued existence, Socially the Hawaiian
has always had high camunity standing and is popular with all races. Con-
sequently, he offers no raocial problem and has long been assimilated into
the Amerioan oulture.79

Chinese immigration, as previously noted, ceased in 1898, and,
fifty years later, the Chinese comprised oaly 5.7 poreeni‘: of the popula-
tion. Because of their earlier arrival and smaller numbers, the Chinese
have never met the antagonism meted out to the Japanese. This remains true
despite the faot that they have retained many native oustoms, have estab-
lished Chinatowns in the cities, and have numerous Chinese organizations
of all types. The Chinese have taken full advantage of educational and
eooncmic opportunities in the islands. Today many are wealthy. They are
merochants, storekeepers, bankers and professional men., While primarily
settled in urban areas, many Chinese are truck gardeners or small farmers,
Sinoce China and the UTnited States were allied in the last war, the Chinese
did not share with the Japanese the necessity of proving their loyalty.
Their econamio progress during the war was amazing. Today they own more
property than the entire Japanese population, which is more than five
times as large as the Chinese group. In 1947 one Chinese firm outbid

"Big Five" agents for a piece of property, while another group invested

7931111'0“ 0
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over a million dollars in a liquidated plantation to be converted into
a housing area. During the war years they bought much property being
sold cheaply by people fearing war destruction. Partly responsible for
their econamic rise has been the hui, a partnership of varying numbers,
which enables the Chinese members to get large sums of money in a few
hours to make advanbageous business deals. The Chinese today bid fair
to ocoupy an econamic position in the islands far out of proportion to
their numbers. Whether this econamic rise will cause racial antagonism
in the future cammot yet be determined. In the past the Chinese, despite
their business acumen, have caused little resentment. As early as the 1935
Congressional investigation, there were very favorable accounts regarding
Chinese assimilation. Probably they will never be a racial problem, since

their numbers are small and they tend to intermarry with the haoles and

especially with the Hawaiians to a muoh greater extent tham do their
fellow citizens of Japanese anoostryoao
last of the great racial invasions was that of the Filipinos, now
making up about 9.9 percent of the population. Beginning in 1906 the
HeSePeA., With cooperation of the Philippine govermment, sponsored Fili-

pino immigration to counter what was considered the econamic and social threat

of the Japanese, Mainly from northern Luzon, the Filipinos did not settle

80gouse of Representatives Report No. 19, 80 Congress, 1 Session,
27, hereafter cited as House Report No. 193 Hearings, HeR. 303L, pp. 71l-
73, 77=78, 107=109, 118, I28-129, I31-132; Annual Report, 65; DuPuy, Ope.
oit., 101-103; Coulter, loc. oit., 271-27L; Burrows, op. oit., L9=55, OF;
Taylor, loc. cit., 24=25, 39. SRR
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in the islands to the extent other races had., They would work a few
yoars, save their money and return hame. Probably because most Fili-
pinos considered their Hawaiian residence temporary, did not bring their
families, and intermarried little, they have not been assimilated rapidly.
In 1932, when the Filipino Bxoclusion Aot endangered the Hawaiian labor
supply, Hawaii managed to get a special provision allowing immigration,
if necessary, with the approval of the Hawaiian govermor and the Secre-
tary of Interior, However, the depression decreased the labor need, and
comparatively few were imported thereafter. In 193l the Tydings-McDuffie
Act, providing for eventual Philippine independense, further limited Fili-
pino immigration. Today a quota of fifty are allowed in United States
territory each year. This ethnic group tends to remain on the plantations
and has been responsible for the rise in Hawaii's illiterasy rtte.el

The Portuguess, for wham proportional figures are not available,
have developed less rapidly than other Caucasian groups, mainly because
of a lack of appreciation for edﬁoat:lon and an extremely poor econamic
baokground in the Azores and Madeiras., They often have been classed sep-
arately fram other Caucasians, probably because of a strain of Moorish
and North African bloode Samewhat unstable at first, they have been

assimilated well, Today thny are gensrally found on the plantations,

81genate Dooument No. 151, p. l2; Hearings, H.R. 3034, pp. 115-116,
29l, 313; Hearings, Con. Res. 1B, p. lL4; Annual Report, 65; Vandercook,
Op. oite, T2E; Furnas, loc. oit., 133; Furnas, ope cit., 182; Barber
ops olfs, 59, 10L-105; DuPay, ope cit., 112-113; Coulter, les. oite, 241,
2'55—'2'87}' Kaylkendall and Day, op. oit., 212.
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on small farms and in the skilled trades. They have caused no racial
dis‘burbe.me.aa

The Eoreans, representing only l.l percent of the population, are
assimilating rapidly and are found in such businesses as tailoring and
laundering. The Pusrto Ricans, making up 1.8 percent, have proven good
plantation laborers. Neither of these groups pose race prol:olemu.83

In fact, despite the many races and cultures which have found cam=-
mon ground in the islands, the term "race problem" has come to be synon-
amous with the name of cnly one racial entity--the Japanese,

By 1948 this controversial group, forming 32.6 percent of Bawaiits
population, ranked second only to the Caucasians in numbers. Its rate of
inorease, however, during the 1940-1948 period ranked below that of three
other ethnic groups. Furthermore, the alien percentage in this group
during the same time dropped from 23%.2 to 17.9 percent. The proportion
of Japanese to the total population has steadily declined since 1920,
when it reached a high point of 42,7 percent. It seems likely that the
present trends of a high alien death rate, low birth rate and increasing

olitizen percentage will continue, making it improbable that the Japanese

element will ever again became an overwhelming majority among Hawaii's

people .Bh
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The previously noted influx of Japanese between 1898 and 1900
was followed in 1907 by the Gentlemen's Agreement between the Umited

States and Japan. Thereafter, until 192, when camplete exclusion went

into effect, the Japanese entering the islands were mainly "picture brides.
In the meantime, by natural increase, the Japansse cammunity had provided
Bawaii with a large number of dual citizens, since Hawaiian-born Japanese
were both American citizens and Japanese subjeots under the laws of the
respective countries. The provisions of a Japanese statute of 192, al-
lowed American-born Japanese to expatriate. It also relinquished any
claim to Japanese born after 192, unless thsy were registered at the
Japanese consulate within two weeks of birth. The lethargy of the Jap-
anese dual citizens in expatriating became a source of cemtinuing irri-
tation to other ethmic groups. Not disloyalty, but inertia, the expense
and effort of the process, and often refusal to admit any claim of Japan
upon their loyalty seem to have been the main elements in the failure of
many to expatriate. There are still a considerable number of dual citi=-
gens in the ialands.as

Another source of irritation has been the Japanese language
schools, although alien language schools have been a part of both main-
land and island life in the past among various natiomal groups. Originally
established when many Japanese planned return to the hameland, the schools

have cane to serve mainly the following purposes: (1) to enable the

Barber, ope cite, 139-141; Burrows, op. oit., 2, T; DuPuy, ope
cits, 111; Hearings, Con. Res. 18, pp. 313-3 Congnuiml Resord,
CTongress, 1 Session, Vol. 33, Part IV, 3711,
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Aperican-born, English-speaking Japansse to cammunicate with parents and
grandparents, (2) to strengthen ocultural, family and religious ocustoms,
and especially in recent years, (3) to provide children, through their
mastery of Japanese, with an econamic asset in a community where much
business is carried on in Japanese, Of course, there had been same pur-
pose, partiocularly in the early years, to instill loyalty to Japamn, but
it would seem that this aim has largely cliaa.ppo».red.e6

Privately finanoed, the schools now emphasize language study.
While they can be inspeoted by the territorial Department of Public In-
struotion, to which translations of textbooks are available, legislation
in the early 1920's to closely regulate the schools was declared umoconsti-
tutional by the Supreme Court. Textbooks have come mainly to deal w:lth
American subjeots. In 1937 there were 186 such schools with an enroll-
ment of 40,000 pupila.87
The testimony before the various Congressional investigating

cammi ttees indioates the following conditions with regard to the language
sohools: (1) the purpose of the schools is primarily social and econamio;
(2) the schools do not greatly affeot loyalty to the United States; (3)
the schools offer little interferenoce with public school instruotion ex-
ocept insofar as the long hours of the ocombined schools may tire the chil-

dren; and (L) the teaching has not been too effective, while the children

8pBurrows, op. oit., 6ly; Barber, op. oite, 2lj6.

87mid., 12-13; Bearin
. ; g8, Con. Res. 18, p. 656; Hearings, HeR.
3034, pe 5. prm—— ——
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do not display much enthusiasm for the schools. The testimony supports
the conclusions of the 1937 investigating committee that the schools were
not a menace and would eventually diaa.ppoa.r.ae

The schools were suppressed after Pearl Harbor, but there has been
a movement for their reestablislment since the war. Same school proper-
ties have been converted into trusts for veterans. Whether the introduce
tion of the Japanese language into the public school system will stem this
movement ocannot yet be de'l:emt:i.ned.e9

'Pbuibly another factor in developing antagoniem toward the Japanese
has been their rise in econcomic power. One forse in the war-time deocision
not to follow the exsmple of the Pacifio Coast in a wholesale intermment
of Hawaii's Japanese was the realization that the Hawaiian econamy would
have been seriously orippled by the elimimation of an important element
in Hawaiian agriculture and business. The Japanese then répuaentod 73
percent of the farmers and farm managers, 59 percent of the workers in
food and dairy stores, 53 percent of employees in restaurants and bars,
62 percent of the owners of retail stores, 51 percent of the craftamen,
and 30 percent of the sugar plantation labor. As in the war years, there

is today praotically no fleld of employment and business to which the

BBHoar%s, H.R. 3034, pp. 30-31, B1-84, 135, 179, 180-181, 237;

Hearings, Con. Res. 18, pp. 315-317, 328-332, 363-366, h7°"h72a 181;
Senate Document No. 151, pp. Lli=Lif.

891..i.nd, ope cit., 2573 Burrows, op. oit., 6ln; Bearings, H.R. 236,
PPe 45-l6. stiTI pending in the Supreme Court in the swummer of 1948 was
the question of the comnstitutionality of an act prohibiting study of for-
eign language previous to the entrance of a child into the fifth grade.
However, it was the Chinese who were contesting this law., See Amual
Report, 1ll.
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Japanese do not contribute. They hold virtual monopolies over flower
growing, ooffee oultivation, oammerocial fishing and employment as servants,
Contributing to the professions in large numbers, the Japanese have oame
to be a dominant element in Hawaii's middle olass., Formerly tending to
have its own business organizations, the Japanese cammunity during the
war oambined in some ocases with similar organigzations of other races,
An example was the disoontinuance of the Japanese Chamber of CCImeroé,
the members of which transferred to the Honolulu Chamber., However dis=-
tasteful to sane elements of both mainland and island opinion, the faot
remains that the Hawaiian economy today, if deprived of its Japanese ele-
ment, would be sorely pmued.go

The most consistent arguments, however, which have been offered
by those who oppose statehood because of the Japanese population have re-
volved around the questions of Japanese loyalty and bloc votinge In
World War I the Japanese ocammunity showed up well, its civilians making
large purohases of Liberty Bonds and its servicemen performing various
duties on the islande, However, these contributions were soarcely dramatic
enough to dispel fears comcerning their loyalty in the 1930's when the

Japanese nation was beginning its territorial expusion.gl

90Ling, ops oit., 17-18, 78-=79; Coulter, loos oit., 2l2, 261-262,
275-2763 Burrows, op. oit., 62-6l; Barber, op. eit., 136-138, 1L4-15,
153-155, 17L4-176, 2505 clark, Ops oit., 10%, 103,

9lBs.rber, ope oite, 233; Purnas, loo. oit., 133; Matheson, loo.
Oito, m.
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The record of Hawaii's Japanese in World War II oannot be dis-
missed so easily., The olose of the war found Japanese names oamprising
80 peroent of Hawaii's war dead and 88 percent of her wounded. This mili-
tary record was aohieved despite early disoouragements that would have em-
bittered less hardy, less loyal oitizens. Despite outstanding service on
December 7, 1941, and the following weeks, the Amerioans of Japanese an-
cestry, or A.J.sA.'8, who were members of the Territorial Guard were inao-
tivated on Jamary 23, 1942, because of general fears oonoerning Japanese
loyalty. Draft inductions for Japanese oeased and enlistments were refused.
One group, mainly students at the University of Bawaii, voluntarily became
a labor battalion serving the Army Engineer Corps at muoh less pay than
defense work offered., This gesture should have prepared Hawaii for the
record its A.Je.A. soldiers would make when they were at last allowed to
prove themselves in oombat. Beginning in September of 1943, at Anszio,
the 100th Imfantry Battalion set the pace for the L)2nd Combat Team in
whioh it was later incorporateds The AesJeA.'s oonsistently served as
spearhead units, both in Italy and later in France. Their losses in dead
and wounded were extremely high, and their unit was reputed to have re-
ceived more decorations than any other in Amerioan military history. In
the Pacifio, AeJeAs's fram Bawaii were invaluable as interpreters. Their
willingness to serve was demonstrated many times, as in the response to

the War Department call in 1943 for volunteers. Nine times as many

913&rbor, ope oite, 233; Furmas, loo. oit., 133; Matheson, loo.
°it.’ m.



169
volunteered as had been requested. It has been suggested that the out-
standing record of the A.J.A.'8 in battle was the result of the compulsion
felt by these oitizens to prove their loyalty. Whatever the motive, their
loyalty could no longer be doubtod.ge

With the exception of this battle record perhaps no testimonial
to Japanese loyalty is more sonvinoing thanr the report made by Robert L.
Shivers to the 1946 investigating cammittee. Mre. Shivers, in charge of
the Honolulu office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation fram 1939 to
1943, stated that, out of an approximate 160,000 citizens and alien Jap-
anese present in Hawaii in 1941, only 1,400 were detained for possible
internmment and only 981 of these were actually considered dangerous emough
to intern for the duration of the ware To Mr. Shivers these figures indi-
caded that an overwhelming majority of island oitizens of Japanese an-
cestry were loyal and that aliens, whatever their loyalties, made no moves
against American security. Mr. Shivers described the so-called advisory
groups of outstanding Japanese citizens who aided him from 1940 on in
making what proved to be an accurate appraisal of the general loyalty of
Bawaiian Japanese. Other A.J.A. leaders, as members of the Oahu Citizens
Commi ttee, were praised by Mr. Shivers for their outstanding work in pre-

paring the Japanese cammmity for their role in war-time 1life .93

92Statement of Lt. Cols Farrant L. Turner, January 15, 1945, Hearings,
HeRe 236, ppe 597-599; Kuykendall and Day, ope oit., 267-269; Lind, op. oit.,
83 8l =149, 150-156, 156-163; Clark, op. 6i%., 127-130, 134=138,"IL0=
11;13 B;;ber, op. oit., 234-235; Burrows, op. ci¥., 203-207; Furnas, locs
[} ) °

93Statement of Robert L. Shivers, Bearings, H.R. 236, Ppe 599-60Le
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Mr. Shivers further stated, "There was not one single act of sabo-
tage camitted against the war effort in the Hawaiian Islands during the
course of the entire war." Continuing, Mr, Shivers denied all the stories
of Japanese sabotage which circulated throughout the nation immediately
after the Pearl Harbor attack and throughout the war.9h Despite such
authoritative statements, same of these rumors are still in popular
'lrogue.95

Fears, immediately following the Pearl Barbor attack, that the
truck farmers, daminantly alien Japanese, might sabotage the war effort
by slowing down food production led :ho a oampaign carried on throughout
the islands by both haole and A.J.A. leaders to encourage food production.
The reastion to this campaign was the doubling of vegetable production /
between 1941 and 1942, while hog and fruit production showed great 1ncmu.96

Suoh were the answers of Hawaii's Japanese-Americans to the doubts
expressed as to their loyalty in the years preceding the war. The investi-
gation committees of 1935 and 1937 had been inundated with charges against
and defense of the Japanese, By 1940 the Japanese question had became the

chief obstacle to atatohood.97 The twin to the loyalty doubts, the fear

of bloc voting, has had much less right to serious consideration, since

Ihrvia., 605,

9SFor Japanese activities on December 7, 1941, and the rumors oircu-
lated as to sabotage, see Clark, ope. oit., 115-127; Lind, ope. cit., L4O-47.

9661&1‘]:, Ope oit., 128-133,

97Lind, ope c¢ite, 235, For testimony in which the Japanese were of=-
fered as an obstacle to statehood in the 1937 investigation, see Bearings,
Con. Res. 18, pp. 170-176, 220, 222-223, 227-230, 2L0-2L1, 24;7-279, LI7-55T.
In both the 1935 and 1937 investigations there was an amazing amount of
testimony favorable to the Japanese,
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there has been little evidence of any Hawaiian racial group voting only
for persons of its own ethmio group. Bad the Japanese been guilty of
racial voting to any great extent, their numbers would have long ago made
this practice an outstanding feature of Hawaiian political life., Such
has not been the case. The report of the 1935 investigating committee
and thql Cordon report of 1948 are in agreement on this poi.nt.gs As to
the future possibility of blos voting, a sociologist who has made a
lengthy study of the Hawaiian Japanese concludes that there is little
danger. BHe bases his conclusion on the division of the Japanese between
the two political parties, the political inexperience of the Japanese com-
munity, and the fact that, even were bloc voting practiced, the likelihood

of the Japanese ever becaming an actual majority of the island electorate

is hpro‘bable.gg On this subject the report of the 1945 committee was in
camplete agreement:

e « o such evidence of "bloc voting® as exists among Americans

of Japanese ancestry is not likely to assume serious propor-

tions, because they, like other peoples are divided amongst

themselves by differences, political, social, and economic Jl

0f the loyalty of the Japanese, the same cammittee stated, ". . «

on the record of their behavior and their participation in the war, Ameri-
can citizens of Japanese anscestry can be little o:u':i.'l:j.c:lzed."10:l The more

recent Cordon report is in agrooment.loa

98senate Doocument No. 151, p. 35; Cordon Report, 6.

P1ind, op. oite, 237-238, 256.
100Larcade, "Repert," loc. cit., 20.

101 mbia.
10200 rdon Report, 7.
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From all available evidence gathered by Congressional committees,
from soeiological study, and from the actjons of the Japanese themselves,
there appears no foundation for continued doubt concerning the loyalty
of Hawaii's oitizens of Japanese ancestry nor is it likely that they will
ever abuse their voting privileges. It cannot be expected that so large
and obvious a group as Hawaii's A.J.A.?'s will not continue to be the
source of some racial antagonism=--econamic oompetition alone, partioularly
in times of depression, will produce same friction, However, denial of
statehood on such a basis would hardly be justified in view of the son-
tinuing problem of racial relations in our southern states. It seems
safe to assume that Hawaii's long tradition of racial tolerance, the high
percentage of intermarriage between racial groups and the lengthy experi-
ence of Hawaii's people in meeting the challenges of interracial relation-~
ships would equip the State of Hawaii to handle campetently any future
racial probleuns.loz’ \

Of Hawaii's oulture it need only be said that it continues to re-
main that of an American ococumunity. Of the oompetence of its educational
system, especially with reference to training in democratic ideals and to
instilling loyalty to those ideals, the reocord of its products of Japanese
ancestry is proof emough.

There remains the question of Hawaii's strategic position in re-

lation to statehoods Despite the emphasis placed by annexationists upon

10314n4, op. eit., 239, 258.
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the strategic value of the islands, both military and naval installations
were slow to be established. Althouéh troops were stationed in Hawaii

-in 1898, it was 1907 before Fort Shafter, the first permanent army post
was ready for partial occupancy. Schofield Barracks, to became in the
late 1930's the largest regular army post in the United States, received
its first troops in 1909, In 1913 the Hawaiian Department of the Amy
was established as a separate unite, By World War I a series of military
forts proteoted Pearl and Homolulu harbors. The end of the war brought
the development of air fields, including the enormous Hickam Field near
Pearl Harbor. During the first world war the Amy's duties were mainly
those of guarding installations, although some local draftees replaced
regular troops transferred to the mainland, DImprovements during the war
and the 1920's were made, but real expansion in army facilities dated fram
1931, Throughout this development of military strength Oahu has remained
the focal point. Army air force activities were greatly increased after
the 1940 visit of Chief of Staff George C. Marshall, As early as 1934
plans for military~-civilian oooperation in event of attack had been studied.
In 1940 these plans were tested in a full-socale maneuver predicated upon
an actusl invasion of the islands. A oamplete blackout and other activi=-
ties entailed considerable cooperation fram civilian authorities and the
civilian population; each acquitted itself well, The advocates of "Mani-
fest Destiny” were fully vindicated during World War II when Hawaii became

a staging, training, transshipment and supply center for army and air force
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operations throughout the Pacific area. It also served as a recupera-
tive and recreation center for oombat troops.loj"’

As previously noted, the Uni ted States had had, since 1883, the
right to use Pearl Harbor as a naval base. But no use could be made of
the harbor until channel dredging and the construction of dock and shore
faoilities were undertalsen, It was 1900 before the coaling depot at Homo=-
lulu was given the status of a naval station, and it was the same year
before Congress appropriated funds for dredging the Pearl Harbor chamnel,.
Naval base construction did not begin until 1909, and faulty plamming de-
layed successful completion of the entire installation until:1919. Like
the amy, real naval expamsion did not begin until after 1931. In 1940
came orders to triple base facilities. During World War II three naval
air stations were established. By 194L;, due to accelerated effort, little
trace of the damage inflicted in December of 1941 remained, while many
improvements at Pearl Harbor had been effected,l0’

In 1939 the costs of military and naval operations and installa-
tions in Hawaii were rumning around $35,000,000 amnually. Undoubtedly
this figure is higher today, due to expansion of facilities during the
war and higher costs, Hawaii today is a central cammand post for troops

and air forces in the Pacifioc area as far west as Guam. At Hawail is

]m‘lonnloy to Congress, December 5, 1899, Foreign Relatiomns, 1899,
xxxviii; Kwykendall and Day, op. oit., 214-215, 26T; Coulter, loc, oit.,
290; Carpenter, op. cit., 20; Simpich, 1oo. oit., 602; Barber, op. oPe cIE
1944=195, 203-205, 208, 213-221,

105guykendall and Day, op. oit., 216; Carpenter, ope oit., 20;
Coulter, loc. cit., 289-290; Barber, op. oit., 167-168.
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stationed thapmandor-in-ohiof of the Paoific Fleet, who also is chief
adminigtrative officer for Pacific United Nations trusteeships assigned
to the United States. The events of the last decade have only emphasized
the place of Hawaii in the maintenance of nationel seourity. Whether as
citizens of a territory or a state, the Hawaiian people hold a special
't:x"ust.:l'o6

However, the campetence of the Hawaiian people to uphold that trust
has not always been granted. Despite the fact that the island people res-
ponded admirably in every way open to them in World War I, Hawaii remadined,
in many military and naval minds, primarily a vital defense outpost rather
than an American oammunity having importance in and of itself., Implied
was the idea that a more restricted govermment in which the military would
have a voioce might be preferable to territorial status, partioularly in
view of the heavy Asiatio population. In 1932 this viewpoint was actually
expressed publicly by Rear Admiral Yates Sterling, Jr. Fram that time
forward the civilian population of Hawaii was on guard, despite the re-
assuring attitude of Sterling's successor, Admiral Henry Yarnell. However,
the 1937 Joint Congressional Committee ocammented on the civilian coopera-
tion with the military establishment. It ocould find no reason to deny
statehood on this c:oun'l;.lo7

When the orisis of December 7, 1941, came upon Hawaii, one observer,

FeBoeI. offiocial Robert L. Shivers, later desoribed Hawaiian reaction as

A li'%siapioh, locs oit., 602; Matheson, loc. cit., 139; Barber, op.
ClTe, °

107
Ibid., 179, 182-185; Senate Dooument No. 151, p. 93; Hearing,
l[a.y, 1935, Pe E ° ;
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follows: "It was not the civilian population who was confused. Nowhere
under the sun could there have been a more intelligent response to the
needs of the hour than was given by the entire population of these islands."
Be further stated, "It is high time that the people of the United States

should be told of BEawaii's contribution to this war, which is unequalled
| in the ennals of our c;aoun'l:x'y."m8
Mili tary and naval personnel familiar with the islands, such as
Admiral Chester A. Nimitz, Camander-in-Chief of the Pacific Fleet during
the war, Major General Charles De Herron (retired), in command in Hawaii
fram 1937 to 1941, and Colonel Kendall Flelden, Chief of Army Intelligenmce
in Hawaii during the war, have all gone on record as having no objection
to statehood fram a military point of view. On March 8, 1947, the Navy
Department stated that it had no objections, a view restated by it on
March 3, 19L9, on behalf of the Department of National Defense.l®?
That the changed attitude of the military seems Jjustified is evi-
dent in the emphasis plasced by Governor Stainback in his annual report
upon the contix;ued cooperation between the territorial govermment and

people and the military services .110

108gtatement of Robert L. Shivers, Hearings, HeR. 236, ps 605.
For Hawaiian contributions in World War II, see also Kuykendall and Day,
op. oite, 257-258, 261-262; Bearings, He.R. 236, pp. 551-558, 728,

109393%58, HeRe L9=56, pp. 63=T2, T3-76, 22,229, 72-T3;
Statehood for Hawaii, Hearings, Subcammittee on Territorial and Imnsular
Possesslons, Cammittee on Public Lands, House of Representatives, on HeR.
L9 and Related Bills, 81 Congress, 1 Session, 76, Hereafter cited as
Hearings, He.Re. Le and Rel. Billse.
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Based upon her record in two world wars and the considered opin-
ions of both military and civilian persounel best qualified to judge,
Bawaii's strategioc naval and military importance is no reason to deny
her statehood.

As stated at the beginning of this chapter, there is no real sep-
aration of the Hawaiian movement for statehood from the everyday life of
the territory. In arbitrarily separating the formal statehood movement
fram the discussion of Hawaii's economic, social and cultural development,
it was inevitable that the latter disoussion should involve some of those
issues upon which the fate of Hawaii's petition for statehood depends,
Fram this discussion have come conclusions conserning some of Hawaii's
qualifications for statehoods Upon the question of Hawaii's general eco-
nanic stability, it seems evident that the complete dependence of the
islands upon agrioculture for their incame, the uncertainty as to the fu-
ture of the sugar industry, and the present expansion of both the sugar
and pineapple industries to almost the full limit which the islands! area
and soil afford call for the development of another money crope This, how-
ever, is a problem which can be met umder either territorial or statehood
status, There would seem no justification for denying Hawaii statehood
on this count., Three other conoclusions reached in the discussion were
that Hawaii's petition for statehood could not justly be denied because
of the econamic power of the "Big Five," or the presence in Bawaii of a
heterogeneous population in which Japanese play a large role, or the

poai tion of Hawaii as a strategic outpost in American defense, It seems
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evident also that Hawaii's late achievement of unionization is no bar
to statehood. This last oonolusion is qualified, however. Any strong
subversive element within the labor movement oould, through the instrument
of strikes alone, greatly weaken, if not wreok, the Bawaiian oboncmy.
A discussion of the charges that such an element exists will be found in

the following chapter along with the formal movement for statehood,



CEAPTER V
THE FORMAL MOVEMENT FOR STATEHOOD

In the setting of econamic, social and cultural develomments Jjust
desoribed the formal movement of Hawaii for statehood has played its role.
Basic to any understanding of the movement is a grasp of the political
struoture created by the Orgamic Aot which President McKinley approved
on April 30, 1900. BRBffeotive June 1, 1900, this act, with its various
amendments, has served to this mid-century year as the constitution of
the islandse. But the most signifiocant faot about this constitution is
that it is the oreature of Congress. It can be amended, repealed or re-
placed by another form of govermmemt at the will of Congress. Imn such
ochanges the desires of the Hawalian people have no foroe other than through

appeal to the sense of Justice and belief in demooratic principles of the

men sitting in the House and Senate chambers in mshingtonol

This tre-
mandous power resident in the national legislature stems fram a few words
in the Constitution of the United States: "The Congress shall have power
to dispose of and make all needful rules and regulations respecting the
territory or other property belonging to the United States . . . ."‘2
Indicative of the good judgment of the ocreators of the Organic Aot

and of the self-governing abilities of the island people is the faot that,

lpuykendell and Day, op. oit., 190, 19L.

2art, IV, sec. III, 2.
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despite numerous amendments, the structure of the territorial govermment
today differs socarcely at all from that set up in 1900, The oitizens of
this govermment, and thus of the United States, were then defined as all
those who were oitizens of the Republic of Hawaii on Angust 12, 1898, For
these oitizens and alien island residents, in harmony with the traditional
Anerican plan for territorial organization, there was provided an execu-
tive branoch of govermment consisting of a governor and a secretary., These
offioials were and are appointed by the President of the United States,
with the advice of the Senate, for four~year terms., Heads of exeoutive
departments are appointed by the govermor, with the consent of the terri-
torial senate, Additional executive departiments may, and have been, ore=-
ated by the territorial legislature.

The members of the judiciary are all appointive. The judges of
the Bawaiian supreme court and the five oirouit ocourts of the Territory
are appointed by the President for four~year terms., The two judges of
the federal distriot oourt, also appointed by the President, serve six-
year terms, Distriot magistrates, approximating justices of the peace
and police court judges, are appointed by the chief justice of the terri-
torial supreme court for two-year terms.

The territorial legislature, meeting blenially, is camposed of a
senate of fifteen members, serving four-year terms, and a house of repre-
sentatives of thirty members, serving two-year terms. The members of each
of these houses are ochosen by the qualified voters, In general, the aots
of this body ocover the same area as that of state legislatures. A tribute

to the quality of its legislation is the faot that Congress has never used
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its power to amend or void any law passed hy the territorial body. More-
over, practically all Congressional legislation concerming Hawaii has
been initiated at the request of the legislature of the islands. While
this body, suffering from inexperiemce, did not make too good a ehowing
in the first few years, ite record since around 1913 sompares favorably
with that of the average state legislature. The aots of the body are
subject to the governorts veto, imocluding an item veto of appropriation
bills, A two-thirds majority can override vetoes, however. All members
of the legislature must have been island residents for three yearse.

The most important official elected by the Bawaiians is the dele=
gate to Congress, who may introduce measures, serve on committees, and
take part in Congressional debate, but who cannot vote.

The federal govermment appropriates $30,000 bienially for legis-
lative expenses. The Territory pays for any additional expenses, such
as those for special sessions. These expenses usually equal or exceed
the federal contribution. Also paid by the federal government are the
salaries of the governor, secretary, legislators and judges of both the
territorial and federal courts.

Acocording to the Organic Act, suffrage is on the same basis as on
the mainland, with the exveption of a literacy qualification, proficiency
in either Hawaiian or BEnglish being acceptable. There is a residence re-
quirement of one year for voters. |

The commi ttee appointed by President McKinley to draft the Organic
Act made several provisions foreign to American practice, such as property

qualifications for legislators and for those who voted for the territorial
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a;mtors. Most of these items were eliminated by Congress in its debate
on the aots One exception was the provision that, if the legislature
failed to enact an appropriation bill, the govermment could ocontinue to
make necessary disbursements until a special session provided money. It
was actually necessary to use this power in the second session of the
territorial legislature. The provision, of course, gave the executive
more power over the purse than is usual in Ameriocan govermment. So far
as can be determined, this power was used in only one instance .5

The territorial govermment has developed rapidly in quality through
the years. Much has been done by it to improve Hawaiian economic and so-
cial life==harbor improvements, highway comstrustion, land reclamation and
homesteading movementss Its employees have had the advantage of a pension
plan and job olassification system. Territorial ocitizens have reaped the
benefits of a good accounting system for territorial and local govérmon‘bs.
The legislature has always exhibited a readiness to adopt comstruotive
measures suggested by Congreesional investigating committees and other
federal authorities. An Hawaiian state govermment would not find its
predecessor lacking in many qualities worthy of -ulation.l"

Sinoce the Organic Aot made no specific provisions for local gov-

ermnent, the Territory continued to maintain the highly centralized

3congressional Record, 56 Congrese, 1 Session, Vol. 33, Part I
1871, ANTToFort 7T, TOI0-T500, 1920-1930; 1bid., Part 11T, 3367, 2lje,
22li6; Semate Dooument No. 151, ppe 8-10, 12-T3; Bearings, HeR. 236, pp.
175-176, 179; Hearings, HeR. 3034, pp. 18, 318; DuPuy, ope. oit., 29;
Kuykendall and Day, ope oite, 194=195; Willoughby, op. oit., 63=67.

L‘K\qhndall and Day, ope oit., 200-202; DuPuy, ope oit., 128=129;
Hardy and Dumke, ope oite, L4237 i
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political struoture familiar to the islands under the monarchy and re-
public. Funds, even for street and ourb construotion in the farthest
island, had to be dispensed from Honolulu. Furthermore, the people of
one cammunity were being taxed for improvements elsewhere in the islands
in which they had no share, Camplaints were soon vocal enough to bring
to Hawaii a Congressional cammittee, whose report in January of 1903 scored
this centralization and the remissness of the territorial legislature in
not providing local govermments. To the latter end, the cammittee recom-
mended Congressional action if the Territory did not remedy the situationm.

Consequently, in April, 1903, the territorial leglslature passed
the County Aot. But this measure was declared unconstitutional on the
grounds that some of its provisions ran counter to the Orgamic Act. Fur-
ther legislative efforts in 1905 and 1907 provided the essential elements
of the local govermment system now in operation. There are four main
counties: Hawaii, Maui, Kauai and the City and County of Homolulu. The
last-named is a hybrid municipal=county system for the city of Homolulu,
the island of Oahu and verious outlying islands, including EKure, 1,204
miles to the northwest. Despite the existence of several cities of ade-
quate size to be separate political units, there are no govermments simi-
lar to those of mainland municipalities. Kalawao, covering the leper
colony on Molokai, is a cownty in name only since it is administered by a

board of hospitals and settlements and is included in Maui County for
election purposes.

These county govermments are headed by elected boards of supervisors,

the chairmen of which act as chief executive officers, exeept in the City
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and County of Honolulu where a mayor is elected separately fram the board,
The boards are elected for two years. Other county officials are in saﬁze
ocases elected, in others appointed by the ohairman of the board or, in
Honolulu, by the mayor with approval by the supervisors. There are numer-
ous appointive cammissions and boards which often serve without salary.

There has been a oconsiderable amount of contention between the
territorial and oounty govermments over the funotions of each and the
sharing of finanocial burdens. The oounty govermments have been partiou-
larly oconcerned over the impermanent character of their charters and the
unpredioctable demands of the legislature for special funds or services.
The provisions of a state comstitution undoubtedly would resolve many
of these oconfliots. Moreover, the unhappy experiences of the past should
qualify delegates to a constitutional convention to provide a looal gov=-
erment system well adapted to meet Hawalian needa.5

BEnthusiastioc political activity has always marked the people living
under the govermment Just desoribed. Territorial life ocammenced with a
three-party system. Both the Democratic and Republican parties were or-
ganized before the 1300 eleotions, but the Hame Rule Party, with a
nativistic platform, daminated the first legislature and sent, as Hawaii's
first delegate to Congress, R, W. Wiloox, long-time political leader of
the nationalistic natives. Despite their deoclining numbers, Hawaiians

and part-Hawaiians held a voting majerity in the islands for the first

5 .

Senate Dooument No. 151, pp. 13-1l; Hearings, HeR. 236, pp. 176~
177, 207-208; Hearings, E.‘ﬁ.‘}b’%h. pp. 61, m;ughby, ope cite., 68=
70; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 197-198,
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two decades of territorial existence. Until about 1930 they outnumbered
other racial groups in voting strength. The Hame Rule Party continued
to poll between sixteen and forty=-one percent of the votes through the
1908 elections, after whioh its strength declined. The Party disappeared
after the 1912 eleotions. Otherwise third parties have played little
part in Hawaiian politics. The Socialist Party polled approximately one
percent of the vote in 1912, while two other third parties gained small
votes, one in the 191l campaign, the other in 1922,

In 1902 the Republican Party'!s candidate, Prince Kuhio Ealanianole,
was elected delegate to Congress, where he remained wntil his death in
1922, Bxoept for Demooratio viotories in 1922, 192, and 1932, Hawaiirs
delegate has always been a Republican., In fact, the Democratio Party
got a slow start, since it was not fiimly established as the second party
until 1908 It has never had the support of the large eoonamio interests.
Also, the Republicans have daminated the territorial legislature, where,
with the exseption of the 1900 election, they held a majority until 1946,
In the legislative eleotion of that year, as noted in the last shapter,
the lower house was evenly divideds The Republican Party finally won
control by the election of ome of its representatives as speaker. The
Democrats usually have found a stronghold in looal govermment, espeoially
in the City and County of Homolulu, where they have elected more mayors
than the Republicans,

The political affiliation of the govermor, of course, reflects
the part;' in control of the national administration. In forty-sevemn years

the Hawaiians have had five Republican and four Demosratic governors,

.
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although, in numbers of years served, the two parties will be about
equal by 1952,
One vital factor emerged fram early political development. To
stem the tendency of the natives to combine political and racial alle-
giances, both the Republican and Democratic parties early included candi-
dates of the various races on their tickets. While their aim was primarily
to win votes, the partles did Hawaii a great service. By the time there
developed a large electorate of Asiatic ancestry, Bawaii had a long tra=-
dition of votlng aoross recial lines. Undoubtedly this tradition has been
partially responsible for the present small amount of bloc voting in the
ialudn.6
But the remewal of another tradition--that of statehood=--was early
underway., The first suggestion of statehood for Bawail seems to have
been offered by a New York state newspaper in 1849. This was followed by
the figuring of statehood in the 185l negotiations for Hawaiian annex-
ation to the United States. Yet these first stirrings of the movement
seem to have become almost legendary to the average Hawaiian citizen as
issues such as reciproecity and annexation oclaimed his attention in the
latter nineteenth oentuxy.7
Therefore, the Territory was five years old before the first formal

bid for statehood was mades On March 16, 1903, Governor S. B. Dole approved

6&& 8, HeRe 236, pp. T22-723, 896~897; Hearin
oRe ° H g8 HeoReo 303‘4, PPe
57, 119-125,%7:1783 Hsaﬂ’.ngs, Con. Re;. 18, pp. m@:’;%, 6603 Senate
Dooument No, 151, p. 333 Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 195-196, 198-133;
Eurrm, ODe mo, 1460 PR

TRuykendall and Day, op. oit., 287,
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a joint resolution of the territorial legislature petitianing Congress for
an enabling aot. Between 1903 and 1925 six more such resolutions were passed.
The unsuccessful petition of 1925 was unique in its plea for a grant of power
to the Hawaiian people to amend the Organic Act., Such a provision, of course,
would have given Hawaii practically the same control over its basic law as
the citizens of a state have over their oonstitution. But the petitions for
actual statehood kept flowing to the east. By March of 19l9Q Congress had re-
oceived fif¥een such pleas from the law-making body of the islands., By 1915
the almost autamatic passage of such resolutions provoked one island legis-
lator towarn his fellows against allowing statehood to beoome a joke, The
candidate for Hawaiian office seldom failed to express his support of state-
-hoode The loeal Republican Party had a statehood plank in its 1300 plat-
form and advocated either statehood or preparation for that status in every
statement of policy thereafter. The island Democratic Party first inserted
a statehood plank in its platform in 1910 and has reiterated support for
statehood in praotiocally every succeeding campaign. But this unanimous
front did not reflect the actual island viewpoint, so far as ,immediate ac-
tion was concerned. Outright opposition in some quarters, particularly fram
the great eoonomic interests, and general disinterestedness were the actual
governing faotors. During the first twenty years the islandswere busy with
econamic develomment and participation in World War I. Fairly content with
territorial status, the average islander thought staiel;ood & desirable goal

but hardly a neoossity.e

8Heacr:.nga, Con. Res. 18, pp. L23-l25, 557=559; House Report No. _221_1;,
pe L3 Cordon Report, 15; Hearing, HeR. 303L, p. 8; Senate Dooument No. 151
P. 1; Barber, op. cit., 99-100; Kuykendall and Day, op. “op. oi%., 288; Furnas,
100. Oito' 15&.
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The first governor to evince strong interest in statehood was
Charles J. MoCarthy (1918-1921). He felt that Hawaii's progress and
good aocount of herself in World War I deserved a higher political status
and reoamended to the 1919 legislature the passage of a memorial to Con~-
gress. MoCarthy informed the legislature that Hawaii's people were "fully
e o o competent"” to take on the respensibility of state govoment.g The
legislature passed another resolution. With this impetus, Delegate Prince
Kuhio Kalaniansole on February 11, 1919, introduced the first statehood
bill in Congress. In the same month of the following year he introduced
a similar measure, which, like its predecessor, languished in the House

Cammittee on Territories. As in the case of the first resolution of the

legislature, these bills were to have many descendants., Between 1920 and
the end of the Bightieth Congress, there were twenty-eight such bills in-
troduced., A high point came in the Bighty~First Congress, which, by
March of 1949, had seen one bill introduced in the Senate and seven in
the House, However, with }egard to the first measure, Prince Kalanianaole

was without support in his own constituency. The Honolulu Star-Bulletin

branded one of the Prince's bills as a "ridioculous proposal."]'o Other
island newspapers were in agreement. At this time Japanese labor activi-
ties and the strength of their language schools were causing much concern

in the islands. As a result, many oitizens were doubtful ag to the wisdam

9381'1“3. HeRo 303'-‘-. Pe 8.
10Quoted by Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 288,
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of immediate statehood. Furthermore, Hawaii was more interested in the
previously disoussed Hawaiian Homes Cammission Ast and the defense of her
territorial rights as an integral part of the United States. This defense,
as expressed in her Bill of Rights, will be disoussed later. Statehood,
like the ysta.r it pramised, was a thing visible but remote. It was kept
in view, however, by such events as a speech made by Governor Wallaoce Re.
Farrington in 1929, when he discussed the legal mechanics for becaming a
state and the need for eventual statehood.ll
The first dolegate after Prince Kalanianaole to become firmly con-

vinced that statehood was the only means of assuiring for Hawaii adequate

attention by Congress was Victor S. K. Houston, who reached his oonolusion
about 1931. On December 9, 1931, he introduced an enabling aot whioh was
to become the model for all those proposed thereafter. However, the dele-
gate did not have the support of the Hawaiian business interests and his
bill was finally doomed by the uproar emanating fram the Massie oa.se.12
The reverberations of the Massie incident provided one of the
early decisive stimulants to a determined drive for statehoods In Sep~-

tember of 1931 a group of what one author oalls "Homolulu hoodlums"l3

uco ressional Record, 65 Congress, 3 Session, Vol. 57, Part III,
3175; ivid., 56 Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 59, Part III, 2383; House Report

No. 250, Pe L3 Cordon Report, 15; Hearings, HeR. 3034, pp. WZ=15Y;
Tenate Dooument No. 151, p. 1; Kuykendall and Day, ope cit., 201, 288,

126ongressional Record, 72 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 75, Part I,
265; gﬁ;‘iﬁ.‘}ﬁm 97, 99-101; Euykendall and Day, op. cit., 288.

Vguykandall and Day, op. cit., 221.




190
oriminally assaulted the wife of a naval officer. Unfortumately for
Bawaii, the "hoodlums" represented several of the racial elements in the
islands, After a trial in which the jury ocould reach no verdict upon the
evidence presented, the naval officer, his mother-in-law and two sailors
brought about the death of one of the defendents and assaulted gnother,
an American of Japanese ansestry, Subsequently, these four were foumd
guilty of manslaughter and sentenced to ten-year prison terms, sentences
immediately cammuted to one hour., Seemingly, the mainland, where the
press unduly colored its accounts of the case, could not accept Hawaiian
racial toleration as demonstrated in these trials where the word of a
Cauocasian carried no more weight than that of a member of another race.
It has been suggested, too, that navy officers found this case an excel-
lent sounding board for their theories on cammission govermment, while
the American west coast found release for its own racial antipathies.
At any rate, Hawaii received much adverse oriticiam, most of it unde-
served, and came under the oclose sorutiny of Congresse

On January 11, 1932, the Senate requested an investigation of
Hawaii's oriminal law procedure, enforcement and administration. Sent
to Hawaii was Assistant Attorney General Seth Richardson, whose publio
hearings brought forth not only testimony concerning law administration
but much bitter camment on the ®Big Five." An impartial and thorough
investigator, Mr. Richardson reported that conditions, while not nearly
as bad as desoribed in the press, indicated laxness in oriminal law ad-
ministration and enforsement. In addition to reccmmendations for improve=

ments in oriminal law procedure, Mr. Richardson suggested removal of the
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residence requirement for federal officials in the islands, He did not,
however, think a cammission form of govermment was necessary or desir-
able, Mr. Richardson, ipoidenta.lly, would later be a stout proponent of
statehood,

Congress was not slow to respond, There was a succession of bills
in 1932 which proposed to eliminate the residence requirement for officials
appointed by the President and to establish military or commission forms
of govermment. None of these bills reached the floor of Congress, but a
greater threat was in the offing. In May of 1933, Representative John E.
Rankin of Mississippi introduced an administration-spomsored bill to elimi-
nate the residence requirement for the governor of Hawaii. This bill passed
the House by a vote of 237 to 119. Acting on the flood of protest from
the islands, Senators Arthur H. Vandenberg and William E. Borah, with
other friends of Hawaii, delayed action in the Senate., Govermor Judd of
Hawaii appointed a three-man, bipartisan camission, which had success in
convincing the Roosevelt administration that suoh a bill was unnecessary.
In 1934 the bill was withdrawn from the Senate calendar., This close brush
with "oarpetbag" rule gave Hawaii a real scare. The islands had long been
sensitive on this point, The Organic Aot bad provided that the govermor,
secretary, territorial oircuit judges and department heads, regardless of
the appointing authority, should be territorial citizens, thus insuring
at least a short island residemce, Certain federal officials, mainly judi-
olal, had not been included in this provision, however. When Congress
began to disregard custom and approve appointments of non-residents to

these latter offices, the Hawaiian legislature petitioned Congrese for
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stronger legislation. In 1921 the Organioc Aot was amended to provide a
three=-year residence requirement for practically all territorial and fed-
eral appointive officials except the secretary who apparently was over-
looked, With this assurance, Hawaii felt it had secured for the future
rule by officials well acquainted with its life and problems. It took
the Massie case and its aftermath to remind Hawaii that its govermment
was still the ohild of Congress and that the only permanent guarantee of
camplete self=govermment was statehoods Fram this period of threats to
its system of oomparatively generous hame rule, one of the strongest mo-
tives for an intensive statehood movement sprang. BEven the "Big Five,"
heretofore content with territorial status, was impressed, Furthermore,
runor had it that the non-resident governor proposed for Hawaii, had the
Rankin bill passed, was Fiorello H. LaGuardia, whose views on labor and
government would scarcely have agreed with those of Hawaii's econamio
leaders.

Another result of the Massie case was the appointment of a bi=
partisan cammission to study oriminal law administration and prosecution.
Most of this body's recammendations were later enacted by the legislature

to fill some evident holes in Hawaiian criminal law procedure.m

ulCongrossioml Record, 72 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 75, Part II
1652, 119423 Ibid,, Part I1I, 3393; ibid., Part VII, 7355; ibid., Part
XII, 13637; ibid., 73 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 77, Part IV, LLl; ibid.,
Part V, 5217; Furnas, loe. oite, 1l3l; Barber, op. oit., 105, 107=103;
Lind, ope oit., 26-28; Burrows, op. oit., 123-12L;; Kuykendall and Day,
op. oit,, 202, 220~-222, 22l; DuPuy, op. oit., 125, 128-129; Hearings,
T.E. 0%, p. 15, 95, 140; Bearings, HR. 235, pp. 31-32; Radford Nobiley,
"Hawaii Looks Toward Statehood,” The Christian Science Monitor Magazine
(November 2, 1940), 7.
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If the Massie case and the Rankin Bill had stirred the long latent
desire for statehood, the Jonmes-Costigan Act of 193l brought it to full
expression, The former incidents threatened Hawaii's political rights;
the latter literally endangered an important scurce of its bread and butter,
An amendment to the Agricultural Adjustment Aot, the bill was intended to
gauge sugar supply to domestic needs through quotas for various producing
areas, while planters were to be subsidized for crop redustion and main-
tenance of certain labor standards. It was opposed by Hawaiian sugar
growers on four main counts:s (1) Hawaii was designated a foreign pro-
ducing area, its quota, unlike mainland areas!, subject to change; (2)
the quotas established for mainland producers were higher than recent
mainland average production; (3) Hawaiian production suffered a out esti=-
mated at between eight and ten percent; and (L) island refining was limited
to three percent of production. Further discrimination was suffered under
the administration of the law by the Secretary of Agriculture. When redress
through the executive and legislative branches was not forthooming, the
sugar industry brought suit in the United States District Court of the
District of Columbia, It pled that the law, in disoriminating against
Bawaii, violated Hawaiian constitutional rights. The decision of Justice
Bailey in October, 1934, shocked not only the sugar industry but all
Hawaiians, He wrote: "Under the territorial power of the constitution
e o o Congress may disoriminate cammercially against the Territory of

Hawaii as a whole, even though it is an organized territory."15 1

lsﬁelrings, HeRo 236' Pe 2).‘..
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December adjustments, including revision of the sugar quots, benefit pay-
ments, and other favorable measures, were agreed upon by the sugar industry
and the Secretary of Agrioculture. As a result, the H.S.P.A. dropped plans
for an appeal of the oourt decision both because of the expense of further
litigation and fear of another adverse decision. As a result, the ruling
that Congress might disoriminate cammeroially against the islands re-
mained on the books. Subsequent legislation, as previously noted, re-
moved ﬁost of the objeetions to the Jomes-Costigan Aote

More favorable legislation, however, did not erase from Hawaiian
business minds the implioations of the act and the oourt deoision, ' It was
apparent that Hawaiit's status as an integral part of the United States
was still subjeot to a wide variety of interpretations, both in Congress
and the courts. Secondly, if oammercial diserimination against Hawaii
was valid, what might the future bring in view of the definite tremnd
toward greater federal supervision of business? In the third place, the
debate leading up to the enaotment of the legislation and the following
negotiations with the exeoutive department had emphasized the impotence
of a non-voting delegate to protect Hawaiian eoonomio interests. Where
mainland interests, represented by voting Congressmen, clashed with Hi-
waiian interests, the islands were powerless. The "Big Five,™ whioh had
frowned upon the statehood efforts of delegates Kalanianole and Houstom,
now made an about face, Its advertising agenoy, the Pan Paoific Press
Bureau, put its full faoilities behind the statehood movement. It has
been charged that almost every book published about Hawaii from 1936 to

1941 was subsidized by this agency. This agency has also been given
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oredit for the two-to-ome mainland sentiment in favor of statehood in
1941, as reported by the Gallup poll.

The sudden change in the attitude of the "Big Five" aroused mush
suspiocion in the islands and there has been sharp oriticism of the "econamioc
motive® in the statehood movement. Censtre is certainly due the "Big Five,"
if, as its aotivities before and after the passage of the Jones-Costigan
Act would seem to indicate, it placed econamic gain above the desire of
the Hawaiian people for fuller self-govermment. However, the desire for
greater representation in govermment in order to protect econamic interests
has usually been recognized as a valid motive. Greater protection for the
Hawaiian sugar industry also meant greater protection for the econamic
security of the Hawaiian plantation worker, storekeeper and housewife,

On the evidence available, it is impossible to ascertain whether the

"Big Five" had seriously retarded the statehood movement prior to 1934,
To all appearances, general public opinion in Hawaii before the early
thirties, while favorable to statehood, had not been aware of its great
advantages over territorial status. Again, perhaps "Big Five" opposition
had muted that awareness. One thing is certain: in the "Big Five,"

statehood propanents found a valuable and powerful ally.16

16For information on the Jones-Costigan Aot, see letter, Delegate
Samuel Wilder King to Chaiman Marvin Jones of the House Cammittee on Agri-
oulture, April 28, 1937, Congressicnal Record, 75 Congress, 1 Sessiomn, Vol,
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and Day, op. oit., 202, 222-22),, See Barber, op. 0it., 101-103, for the
relations of the business interests with Delegates Houston and Kalanianole
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legislative discrimination, if of a less disturbing nature, was not
new to Hawaii in the early thirties. The commission which framed the
Organic Act had thought that the law!s provisions would insure Hawaii a
share in all national legislative benefits, Yet, as early as May, 1910,
Congress, answering a Hawaiian plea, amended the Organic Act in an at-
tempt to guarantee the  extension of general a.ppropriation bills to the
islands., However, two faotors have consistently dogged all efforts in
this direction: (1) the necessity to name specifically the territories
in all national legislation intended to cover them--a step often neglected
in drafting bills and one which a busy delegate finds it almost impossible
to check in the myriad of laws under consideration in both houses; and
(2) the tendency in the past of the Attormey General and other executive
department heads to disqualify Hawaii for benefits on the grounds that
it was a non-ocontiguous area or an insular possession. These arbitrary
executive rulings were sometimes enforoed even when bills specifically
mentioned the territories., As a result, Hawaii was deprived of federal
aid in such fields as vocational and agrioultural education, farm loans,
and hkydrographic and topographical surveys. By April of 1923, weary of
badgering Congress for ammendments extending aid bills to the islands,
the territorial legislature passed a Bill of Rights. With an outline of
the historical basis for its claims, this dooument declared that Hawaii
was an integral part of the United States and, therefore, could not be
discriminated against in federal legislation. It further declared that

Hawaii had inalienable rights which included a share in all benefits
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extended to states where "its funotions and responsibilities are the
aame."17 Also provided was a cammission to work with the delegate in
Washington to gain recognition of these olaims and to secure legislation
to cover recent oversights, After a study of this declaratiom, the Cam~-
mittee on Territories of the House conoluded that, in view of the failure
of the 1910 amendment to insure Hawaii all benefits of appropriation bills,
there was no basic remedy. A bill passed in 192l extended to Bawaii most
of the beneficial legislation then in effect, suoh as the Smith-Rughes
Act for vocational education, which had been passed in 1917.

The Thiversity of Hawaii, a land-grant college, has been a par-
tioular victim of executive interpretation of the law, Remedial legisla-
tion finally extended federal aid to the university--but on a graduated
basis providing full benefits only between 1940 and 1950, Thus, full
benefits of national legislation were attained almost forty=three years
after the agricultural and meohanioal arts college which preceded the
university first applied for federal aid in 1907,

A farmers! relief bill was never extended to Hawaii. Housing
legislation was late in being applied to the islands, The Federal Ald
Road Acst for highway comstruotion, passed in 1916, was not applicable to
Hawaii undll 1923,

In April of 1925 the territorial legislature found it necessary

to pass a Declaration of Rights in defemse of the equal rights of its

17&&38, HeRe 303,4. Pe 319.
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citizens as campared with those enjoyed by mainlanders. This action was
pramptsd by Bureau of Immigration regulations hampering the free travel
of citizens of Asiatic amocestry between the islands and the mainland, Again
a cammission was appointed to aid the over-worked delegate in getting re-
medial aotion, Citizens of Hawaii have had less than equal treatment in
another matter. Because of the system of allocating West Point and An-
napolis appointments to members of the Congress for distribution, Hawaii's
one delegate is never able to fill as many appointments as Hawaii, on a
population basis, is due. Between 1933 and 19,2 Hawaii was originally
overlooked in the National Securlty Aot, wages and hours legislation,
Fair labor Standards Act, and War Demage Corporation and war insurance
legislation.

Particularly irksocme has been neglect of Hawaii in health legisla-
tion., Despite a serious tuberculosis problem in the Territory, the dele-
gate had to make a great effort to gain extension of the Tuberculosis
Control Act, Hawaii has been ocansistently left out of public health
studies made by govermment agencies. Although the federal govermment
assumes all responsibility for leper care on the mainland, the Territory,
long troubled by this disease, has had practically no federal aid in its
control. The legislature appropriates an average of $80,000 bienially for
leper care, While the federal govermment has provided care for indigent
natives such as the Indians and Samoans, it has left to the Territory all
responsibility for medical care of native Hawaiians., The federal govern=-
ment has provided neither an old soldiers' hame, nor, until recently, a

national oemetary.
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The Congressional Record is spotted with petltions from the ter-

ritorial legislature for inclusion in proposed legislation or laws al-
ready in effect. Sometimes Hawaii through long effort has gained legisla-
tive benefits only to be deprived of them in later action. Such was the
case in gaining exsmption of territorial govermment employees from federal
inoome taxes. Only three years later, without any reference to the dele-
gate or the Territory, this provision was rep«ma.].ed.]'8

This long tale of diserimination became the more intolerable to
the islanders in view of their liability to the same federal taxes as
their mainland brothers. As the former delegate, Mr. Samuel Wilder King,
ruefully noted in 1937, “Inocidentally such amissions seldam ooour in
revenue measures or other bills of a restriotive nature, but they seem
often to ocour in measures extending certain benefits or gmts."19

Irritation over these various inequalities has always been tempered
by the knowledge that in practically all cases the disorimination was not
deliberate, Yet, over a half oentury, these pin prioks of disorimination
have awakened the islanders to full realization of two facts: (1) Con-

gress has practiocally admitted that it is powerless to guarantee to Hawaii

185, s, HeR. 303L, pp. 93-96, 102, 234, 22, 312, 319-328;
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1 Session, Vol. 81, Part IV, L4003, L009; ibid., Part V, L7B; Kuykendall
and Day, ope oit., 216, 219-220; Furnas, 1oc. oit., 134; Wilbur, loc. oit.,
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a full, immediate share in all federal aid; and (2) one non-voting delegate
cannot adequately protect Hawaii against this type of discrimination, while
requests for an additional delegate have never been granted.

But Hawaii soon had an opportunity to speak its mind. Following
the ill-fated bill of Delegate Houston in 1931, two more bills were in-
troduced in succeeding Congressional sessions. It was the year 1935,
however, which brought bright hope to the statehood boosters. After
Delegate King's introduction in January of another enabling act, there
was a preliminary hearing in Washington on May 31, after which it was
decided to send, for the first time, a camittee to investigate statehood
possibilities.

To Hawaii in October came a six-man subcommittee of the House Cam-
mittee on Territories. Under the chaimanship of Representative Fugene B.
Crowe of Indiana, hearings were held for eleven days on Oahu, Big Island,
Maui, Kauai and Molokai. Ome hundred and five witnesses appeared, of whom
ninety favored statehoods Outstanding in these hearings was the Citi-
zens' Bipartisan Committee, appointed by Delegate Eing to furnish evidence
relative to statehood. The large majority of these prominent citizens
gave favorable testimony. Also active was the Equal Rights Coammittee,
of which Governor Poindexter was a member. This organization had been
created by the 1935 territorial legislature as a fact=finding body to
bolster Hawaii's claims to equal treatment in national legislation and
to support statehoods The legislature had appropriated $10,000 for this
body's work and later doubled the grant, The legislature had financially

supported the statehood cause in another manner. It had made five
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appropriations prior to 1937 to pay the expenses of any Congressional
oammittee or members who might wish to visit Bawaii in regard to state-
hoods This practice of the legi.slaﬁm has continued down to the preseat.

Bnerging fram the hearings were several main issues: the "Big
Five," the Asiatic population, the strategic position of the islands and,
with same, the fear that the people of Hawaii were not yet ready for state-
hood responsibilitiess Two other items engaged major attention. The first
of these was the question of reapportiomment of the territorial legisla-
ture. This issue stemmed from the Organic Ast, whioh had provided the
original election districts and representative quotas and had also stip-
ulated that there should be periodic reapportiomment., However, the act
required for reapportiomment certain data concerning citizenship in the
election districts which the regular United States Census tabulations did
not include. An appeal to the Cammerce Department to supply the additdomal
data had been refused, while Congress ignored a 1932 appeal to reappor-
tion the territorial house membership, It therefore became the responsi-
bility of the territorial legislature to finance the gathering of the
information. By 1935 no appropriations had been made. Consequertly, the
island of Oahu, containing about fifty-three percent of the population,
had only forty percent of the representation in the territorial house and
senate, This condition would only be aggravated in time, since Oahu's
population continued to grow faster than that of the other islands. The
representatives from the outer islands usually refused to vote for re-
apportiomment because it would give the island of Oahu a majority vote

in the legislature. Some charged, too, that the “Big Five,"™ entrenched
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in the predaminantly Republiocan outer islands, were not interested in a
greater voice for Oahu, which had Democratic leanings. Underlying the
whole issue seemed to be the familiar urban-rural jealousy over political
power, since more power for (Oahu actually meant a greater political wvoice
for Honolulu. The investigating subcommittee found some witnesses insis-
tent upon reapportiomment prior to statehood or at least before any elec-
tion of delegates to a constituent assembly.

The other issue of particular interest to the subcommittee was
the abrupt blossoming of statehood fervor in the early thirties, es-
peoially among the large econamic interests. Many witnesses charged
that the "Big Five™ had reversed its opinion solely for econcmic reasons.
Also, it was intimated, the ®Big Five"™ wanted less interference fram the
federal govermment now that a strong Democratic administration was at the
helm, As previously noted, "Big Five™ motives were suspect among many
Bawaiian groups at this time. However, econcmic motives could not ex-
plain the overall change in the attitude of the gemeral citizemry. For
the testimony given the subcammittee indicated that many citizens shared
with the "Big Five" a rather sudden enthusiasm for statehood. mle state~
hood, like virtue, always had general public support, the real need for
it seems not to have been felt until the early thirties brought the Rankin
Bill, the Jones-Costigan Act and a full realization of past legislative

disorimimtion.ao

20Hea May, 1935, 1-20; Hearings, H.R. 3034, pp. 1, 5-6, 8, 17,
26, 35, L3, Bé gﬂ 59, 61, 63-4l, 102, 10}, 110-111, 113, 120-
121, 12);, 127, 134-135, o-11, 160, 16[-170, 197-198, 230, 239-2lo, 2L3-
2)45, 254, 258-261, 265, 268, 275-277, 279, 306, 329; Hearings, Con. Res.
18, p. 127; Senate Document Fo. 151, pp. 1, 11; Hearings, H.R. 236, p. 11,
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The final report of the subocommittee included the following:

(1) the conviction that a "oomfortable ma jority™ of the island people
favored statehood; (2) praise for the general econocmic and political con-
ditions in the islands, with special approval of the school system; and

(3) an expression of admiration for Hawaii's people and concern for their
welfare. But the ma jority opinion was as follows: "Your subcommittee

is of the opinion, however, that considerable further study is necessary
before a favorable report be made on the King bill Zenabling aoj/ e o o ."21

Hawaii, on the whole, had came forth with honor from her first ex-
posure to Congressional investigation on statehood. However, she had also
met for the first time what would become a familiar adversary--Congressiocnal
reluctanot to aot hastily.

Largely due to the initiative of Delegate King, who had introduced
another enabling aoct in Jume, 1937, a concurrent resolution was passed by
both national houses in August of 1937 to send a joint investigating com-
mittee to the islands. The expenses of this committee, incidentally,
were paid by the territorial legislature.

Originally ocamposed of twelve senators, twelve representatives,
and Delegate King, the absence of five semators reduced the committee to

twenty during the island hearings. Senator William H. King of Utah was

181; Congressional Record, 56 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 33, Part III,

231263 Kuykendall and Day, Op. oit., 196-197, 288-290; Barber, op. cit.,
112-113, Bl e

2139@%253. HeR. 3034, pe 329, Two members of the subcommittee
had recoamen t the full ocommittee endorse the bill,



204
chairman. Hearings were held only on Oahu, Big Island and Molokei, but
committee members visited all the major islands and many institutions,
both public and private. Sixty-seven witnesses testified in the hearings,
held over a two-week period. While a majority of the witnesses again
favored statehood, the percentage of those either opposed or desirous
of postponement was larger than in the previous investigationm.

Again "Big Five" dominance and the Japanese problem gathered the
lion's share of at¥ention, with labor conditions and lack of adequate
labor legislation running a strong third. There was more discussion of
reapportiomment. Testimony revealed again the consciousness of many citi-
zens of the need for a greater voice in national legislatiom.

The lengthy report of the joint committee made many recommsndations,
including enactment by the territorial legislature of some type of re-
apportionment plan offering both more equitable representation and pro-
tection for the rural minority. Also recammended was an investigation
of transportation rates about which much camplaint had been heard. The
suggestions with regard to labor leglslation have already been discussed.
There was in the report high praise for the wide distribution of utility
services, for the medical, social and welfare institutions of the islands,
for the progress in Americanization of citizens of foreign desoent and

for the public school syaum.az

223smate Document No. 151, pp. iii, 1-l, 11-12, 75-76, 87; 89-92;
Hearings, Con. Res. 18, Pp. L3, 51, 61, 6L, 106-107, 109-112, 127, 136,
139, Iﬁz, 203-204, 211, 23L, 28lL, 32L, 511; Congressional Record, T5
Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 81, Part VIII, 962&233_ s 1D Congress,
3 Session, Vol. 83, Part IX, A827; Kuykendall and Day, op. cit., 290;
Barber, op. cit., 113-114. peny = S
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In its conclusions the joint ocammittee emphasized the precedent-
shattering nature of admitting non-sontiguous Bawaii to statehood; found
the territorial govermment both adequate and efficient; but reported dif-
fioulty in probing Hawaiian sentiment with regard to statehood. With
reassurance of the oconcern of Congress for Hawaii's rights and its desire
that the islands enjoy the fullest possible self-govermment, the cammittee
recammended delay until a more definite expression of Hawaiian opinion
oould be obtained,s This report was approved by all the committee mem-
bers except Representative Rankin, who favored indefinite postponement,
While non-contiguity, unocertainty as to Hawaiian sentiment, and lack of
adequate labor legislation were high cards in this decision for delay,
the ace was obviously the large Japanese element in the islands. For
the comittee reported that

e o o the present disturbed condition of international affairs,
while not a permanent deterrent to the aspirations of the people
of Hawaii, suggests the wisdam of further study and consider-
ation of this question, and possibly the holding of a plebiscite
at some future time.23
Probably, too, the great amount of conflicting testimony had made the
cammittee think well of delay.ah
Fram the investigations of 1935 and 1937 ocame some good results,
however, for Bawaii. She had made many friends in Congress. A much

larger number of national legislators were now conversant with island

conditions and island problems. This gain the next session of the

23genate Document No. 151, p. 95; see ibid., 9L4=95.

2"'31&!&, ope oits, 15; Barber, op. oit., 113-116,
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territorial legislature recognized in an appropriation to finance fur-
ther visits by congreasmen.as

Out of the 1937 investigation came also a rather backhanded recog-
nition that ", . . Hawaii has fulfilled every requirement for statehood
heretofore exacted of ‘1'»:-1-1'\:01'193."26 While this statement was as true
in 1937 as it is in 1950, the present discussion will use figures for
later years in order to .bring Hawaii's qualification score up to date.

Strangely enough, there exists no set list of qualifications
having legal sanoction by which to measure the readiness of a territory
for statehood, The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 required a population of
60,000 and the adoption of a state oconstitution providing for a republi-
can form of govermment., Practice, however, has made the latter action
more often the result of, rather than a qualification for, an emabling
eote The Constitution set forth no qualifications whatsoever for pros-
pective states. It merely provided that "New States may be admitted by
the Congress into this Union ¢ « » ."27 Therefore, in effect, Congress
has been given the task not only of evaluating fitness for statehood but
of setting up the standards by which that fitness is to be judged. These
standards through the years have tended to be samewhat fluid, but at
least four oriteria have beoame well established: (1) area, (2) popula=-
tion, (3) econamic resources and state of development, and (L) ability
of the people to maintain stable and orderly govermment. On these four counts

Bawaii undoubtedly qualifies.

251bid., 116=117.

26&!&8, HeRo 236, Pe 30
27Lrt. IV, seoc. III, l.
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Hawaii's area exceeds that of three individual states in our union,
while the island population is greater than that of four. Only Oklahcama
had a larger population at the time of admission to statehood than Ba-
waii's estimated 540,500 people in 1948, Furthermore, this population is
almost ninety percent citizen in character, Many previous entrants into
the union had large Negro or Indian populations. Three had some Asiatics.

Ags to econamic resources and esonamic develomment, various indices
give Hawaii a high rating, Sinoe 1845, the first year for which figures
are available, no territory at the time of admission as a state has ap-
proached Hawaii's 1948 real property wealth of nearly $600,000,000 except
Oklahoma, which had, at admission, real property exceeding $700,000,000.
In value of goods produced at ‘bimo of admission, only one former terri-
tory oould claim as much as half of Hawaii's ammual production wvalue of
$112,1)41,163 in the early 19401s,2°

Moreover, Hawaii has always been self-supporting. From 194L to
196, her collections of internmel revenue exceeded the collections in
each of fourteen of our states, while in 1947 she paid more to the fed-
eral treasury in all revenues than did each of twelve states., The per-
centage of her oitizens filing individual inoome tax returms for 1940
wag higher than in twenty-six states. In the first thirty-six years of
territorial life, the islands cost the federal govermment, exclusive of

military expenditures, approximately $6l,000,000. In the seme period

28pearings, HeR. 236, ppe 656657,
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the islands contributed to the govermment over $207,000,000, Thus the
United States govermment realized a profit of almosf $150,000,000 in these
years., The large margin of federal inoame over federal expenditures oon-
tinues to prevail. Since 1933 Hawaii has never ranked below the eighth
best oustamer of continental United States. Im 1939 and 1940 she ranked
fifth, only the United Kingdom, Canada, Franoe and Japan making more pur-
ochases in the continental United States.

A financial asset to the federal govermment, Hawaii has handled
her own govermment finanoing with considerable sucoess. In the 1920's
studies were made leading to the adoption of a uniform budget and acoount-

ing system for territorial and looal govermments, Hawaii established an

inoame tax as early as 1901 and made it a suooessful source of revenue
before any of the states. In 1940 receipts for both territorial and lo-
cal govermments surpassed expenditures by almost a half million dollarse
General revenue receipts of the territorial govermment for the fiscal
year ending in June, 1914.8, amounted to over two million dollars more than
govermment cost payments. These figures for years directly preceding and
sucoceeding World War II indicate the general stability of the territorial
financial system. Unlike many states, the territorial govermment in the
middle of the depression year of 1932 had over five million dollars in
oash, free of all enocumbrances, and an equal amount in liquid bonds.

If length of experience in territorial govermmeant is any indica-
tion of ability in self-govermment, only New Mexioo, a territory for
sixty-two years, has had a longer period of training for statehood. The

average territorial life has been only twenty years. As another sign of
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political maturity, Hawaiians casting ballots in the 1942 election rep-
resented 13,9 percent of the total population, a record higher than that
of ten states. The median for all states was 25.9 percent., Homolulu,
in 1940, far outranked fifteen comparable mainland cities in the percent
of registrants voting. However, this showing is tempered socmewhat by
the fact that, in Hawali, local and territorial elections are held at the
same time. Since 1900 never less than sixty-six percent of the regis-
trants have voted in general elections., In five elections the percentage
has been above ninety, with an overall average in the eighties. Usually
about forty percent of the population eligible to vote exercises the bal~-
lot in comparison with the national average of forty-two percent. This
record is the more significant in view of the fact that Hawaiians do not
vote for President or govornor.29

From the foregoing it becomes obvious that Bawaii meets every
standard that has previously been set up for statehood candidates. How-
ever, the same committee which in 1937 virtually conceded this fact inti-
mated by its recammendation for delay that new conditions exact new

qualifications, Congressional action in general has followed this prin=-

ciple. And, as has been pointed out, the Constitution has left to Congress

291areede, “Report," loc. oite, 15-16; Hearings, H.R. L9 and Rel,
Bills, 15, 26, 28, 47; Hearings, H.R. 49-56,pp. 16, 39, 50, 99, 104, 211;
Hearings, H.Re 236, pp. 205, 288, 656-657, 658-659, 66k, 696, Te2-T2l;
Gordon Report, 3, 11; Hearings, HeRe 3034, pp. 7-10, Lli; House Report No.
25L, P. 13 Congressional Record, 75 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 81, Part IV,
Wﬁ; Annua]l Report, 60, 62, 653 Oliver Perry Chitwood and Frank Lawrence
Owsley, A Short History of the American People (New York: D. Van Nostrand
Campany, Inc., 1945), I, 24s Kuykendall end Day, op. cit., 198; DuPuy,
11?_'_ oit,, 33. 35'
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the creation of standards by which to judge statehood candidates. In
the case of Hawaii, Congress has considered more exmoting ocriteria nec-
e8ssary.

The need expressed by the 1937 joint investigating cammittee for
some comprehensive survey of Hawaiian sentiment led the territorial legis=
lature of 1939 to authorize a plebiscite to be conducted as part of the
1940 general election. The timing was unfortunate. Increased tension
in m:-ioa.ﬁ-Jap&nase relations and renewed Congressiomal discussion of
sugar oontrol measures led to island fears that the plebiscite would un-
duly emphasize Hawaii's large Japanese population and the econamic motives
involved in the statehood movement, Some also may have felt that the in-
ternational situation was such that delay of statehood would be wise,
While the "Big Five™ spared no expense in the campaign for statehood votes,
its stand was weakened by a refusal to explain its sudden espousal of the
cause in the mid-thirties. Added to suspicion of "Big Five™ motives were
oharges that the various meetings oonducted throughout the islands gave
no opportunity for expression of opinions opposing statehood. As late
as the 1945 Congressional investigation there would be charges that the
issues in the statehood plebiscite had never been fully explained, al=-
though other witnesses testified that the people were well aware of what
they were doinge. As to the citizens of Japanese ancestry, it has been
suggested that they voted for statehood more to indicate their loyilty
than through any feeling that the new political status would aid their
cammuni ty standing, Others, it has been intimated, voted favorably be-
cause the islands would have looked foolish, if, after two Congressional

investigations, Bawaii rejected statehood.
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Whatever their motives, 74,538 of the 87,321 registered voters par-
tioipated in the plebiscite on November 5. Of these, L6,17L favored state-
hood, 22,428 opposed it, and some 6,000 either did not vote or had their
votes invalidateds In a survey of mainland editorial reaction to this
two-to~one vote, the Interior Department found an unfavorable sentiment
in about the same ratio. The war drums which certainly must have af-
feoted the plebiscite were possibly responsible for this editorial view
as the United States uneasily eyed the progress of Japanese conqueste
Non-contiguity and the "Big Five" issue may also have played a part.
This adverse viewpoint was also present in a 1940 survey by Fortune mag-
azine, in which scarcely over half those questioned were willing to fight
for Hawaii-~about the same number who felt Mexico worth defending. It
is diffioult, however, to reconcile these findings with the Gallup poll
of January, 1941, in which forty-sight pervent favored statehood, twenty-
three percent opposed it and twenty-nine percent were undeoided--about
the same favorable ratio as in Hawaii, With allowances for the falli-
bility of public opinion polls, it seems fairly evident that, in 19i1,
the mainland had not definitely made up its mind about statehood for

Bawaii, If there was any margin, it was in favor of Hawaiir's ploa..3°

3oHea.ri.ngs, HeRe 1O and Rel. Bills, 27; House Report No. 194,
p. 10; Hearings, H.R. 236, pp. 8687-889, 361-362, 365, 308, 720; barver,
op. oit,, 1L, I24-125, 118-121, 253-255; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit.,
; Furnas, op. ocit., 189-190; Clark, ope. cit., 15; "Hawaii, [j9th State,"
Newsweek, XVI (November 18, 19L40), 22, Rereafter cited as "Hawaii, L9th
3 Furnas, looc. oit., 13L; Mobley, loc. oite., 7, 1l4; "Hawaiian State-
hood," loc. cit., 101,
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As to the lack of Congressional action at this time, wvarious ob-
servers offered these reasons: (1) the influence of the recommendations
of the 1937 oammittes, (2) military authorities' hesitanoy to make sush
a ohange under existing international conditions, (3) doubt comoerming
the loyalty of Hawaiir's Japanese, and (l;) some political opposition with-
in the Demooratioc Party.31

But Hawaii was soon to 8dd to her experience another great lesson
in the superiority of the statehood status. Never had she campletely
rid herself of the phantam of military govermment., This phantam, as
previously suggested, had some substance, although military and naval
minds so inclined had been unable to foist upon the islands a commission
form of govermment. However, the events of one day brought to Hawaii the
realization of her m?st fears, On December 7, 1941, Hawaii quietly laid
aside her dreams of statehood until the war should be won. The same day
she entered upon a period of military rule perhaps unparalleled in length
and scope in the history of Ameriocan govormont.aa

It has been suggested that only imminent peril and the belief that
the emergency measure would be short-lived led Governor Poindexter on

the afternoon of December 7 to sign a proclamation imposing martial law,

n"mi, Loth State," loc. cit., 22; Mobley, loc. oite, 7.

3230“80 Report No. 19’4. Pe 11; Hoa.rings, HeRo 1}9 and S. 11’4-. Pe
L66; Purnas, loc. cit., I34; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 290,
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While the United States Distrioct Court remained open, henoceforth all
oriminal cases were tried by military officers. Even traffic violations
came under the jurisdiction of military Jjudges, who dispensed the law
without benefit of jury and without provision of the right of appeal for
the defendent. Fines and sentences often exceeded the law=-one measure
was the inveluntary donation of blood, a practice condemmed by many as
degrading and brutalizing, While, in the usual course of Jjudiecial pro-
cedure, approximately one-third of the defendents will be found 1nnooént,
military courts found not one immocent person among the 1,454 tried in
November of 1942, Over two million dollars in fines were collected during
the first two years of military rule. At first considered but a tempo-
rary hardship, military law and its vagaries, as well as the high-handed
attitude of military persomnel, did not greatly alarm the civilian popu-
lation for some weeks, But the passage of months and then years brought
a rising flood of resentment and proi:es‘!.:.3 3

The courts were not alone in feeling military control. Military
officers also enforoved censorship of all communication facilities, the
blackout, food retioning, and price, rent and food control. Ordinary
civil administrative duties, such as regulations on dog license tags and
commitment of the insane, were shouldered by the military. Partioularly
resented was the retention of the blackout long after areas farther west
were no longer darkened and while the Pearl Harbor area blazed every night.

One witness at a post-war investigation testified that the blackout not

53&11‘111 8, HeR. 49 and S. 111, ppe 35-37, 118, 127; Clark, op.
eit., 183"1'%"{%- 3 Ruykendall and Day, op. oits, 236, 256. =
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only frayed nerves but was unhealthful in a climate where people made a
habit of staying outdoors as much as possible., Tuberoulosis rates in-
oreased, while other deleterious effects upon health probably ensued.
Military censorship of civilian mail, far stricter than that on the main-
land, where it was under civilian control, was greatly resented. Funds
originally allocated by the Interior Department for the relief of Hawaii's
people immediately after Pearl Harbor were used by the army to pay its
hosts of clerical and administrative employees. The restriotions upon
labor have already been deaoribed.ﬂ‘

Protests, especially against the detention of civilians without
oharges or trial, were not long in appearing. In February, 19,2, came
the Zimmerman case, in which a detained civilian appealed for a writ of
habeas corpus. TUnited States District Court Judge Delbert C. Metzger
ruled that the writ should be issued but that military law forbade him
to take action. TUpheld by the Ninth Cirouit Court of San Francisoco, the
decision was on the way to a Supreme Court hearing when the prisoner,
supposedly an enaemy of the United States, was suddenly released in
California,® .

Barly active against military abuses of the law was a Honolulu
attorney, J. Garmer Anthony. In March of 1942 he warnmed that the Army's

order to pay overtime only after forty-eight hours, rather than the

3"‘l‘bzl.d 257; Hearings, HeR. 236, p. 33; Beari
° olte . ngs, HeRe h9 and
s. 11k, Y05 clark—ope T ope olts, 199201, S

351bid,, 193-194; Kuykendall and Day, ope oit., 263-26li
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forty hours stipulated in the Fair Labor Standards Act, would subject em-
ployers after the war to prosecution in which the penalty was double pay-
ment for lost wages. He further protested army pooketln_g_ of all court
fines while the Territory bore inoreased expenses in maintaining military
prisoners. Many noted that inadequate price control policies were unduly
inoreasing living costs. These oomplaints received no attention, while
oensorship made appeal to mainland authorities dif:t‘im:tl‘l;.36

Persisting, Anthony wrote an article on the illegality of the
military rule, whioh he managed to get through to the California Law

Review, When published in May, 1942, it received much attention in main-

land newspapers. The first real blow had been dealt military rule. The
second came with the appointment on August 2L, 1942, of Ingram M. Stain-
back as governor to succeed Governor Poindexter whose term had expired.
A former federal distrioct attormey, with almost thirty years' law prac-
tice in the Territory, Governor Stainback had also had rich experience
in military law as an amy officer in the First World War. Appointing
Anthoxw as attorney gemeral, the governor set about regaining civil rule.
A trip by these two to Washington in December of 1942 elicited from Presi-
dent Roosevelt an order to the commanding general in Hawaii to cease super-
vision of oivil funotions.)!

In February, 1943, a joint declaration by the governor and Gensral
Delos C. Emmons restored by March same functions to civil authorities,

such as price and food control. Civilian censorship soon replaced that

36 Ibid., 264; Clark, op. oit., 195-196.

3T1bid., 197-198; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 264-265.
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by the military. An inquiry by ocivil authorities concerning the continued
detention of civilians brought the sudden release of about two hundred
internees. But habeas corpus was still suspended, martial law existed,
and the blackout and ten otclock curfew oonﬂnued.38

The appeal of two detainees, in prison almost two years, for a writ
of habeas corpus was granted in the early summer of 1943 on the strength
of the govermor's announcement that the regular courts would again take
up their usual duties. The refusal of the new cammanding officer, Lt.
Gensral Robert C. Richardson, Jr., to produce the prisoners led to the
imposition of a $5,000 fine for contempt of courts Richardson replied
with a military order imposing a heavy fine a.nd/or imprisonment against
any ocourt official attempting to process writs. Now in deep water,
Richardson, with advice fram the Justice Department, rescinded this last
order and proved that his disregard of the writ had been ordered by Chief
of staff, General George C. Marshall, The original fine was reduced to
$100 by the court, but an appeal for a pardon for Richardson was answered
only in Washington. As in the Zimmerman suit, the sudden release of the
prisoners prevented a review of their case by the Supreme court.39

In the spring of 194, Anthony, in a private case in which he rep-
resented a detainee, was able to break down the army's contention that

there was still an emergency requiring military prosecution of civilian

3aIbid.; Clark, op. cit., 201,

P id., 201-205; Kuykendall and Day, ope oit., 265.
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vioi_lators of civil law. The District Court consequently ruled that martial
law had ceased after March 10, 1943. Therefore, writs could be processed.
However, the decision was reversed by the Circuit Court in San Francisco.
Finally, this case and another similar one were reviewed by the Supreme
Court. 0ddly, the hearings began on December 7, 1945, four years after
martial law was first imposed. (n Februsry 25, 1946, the Supreme Court
in a six-to~two decision declared that martial law had been unconstitu-
timl.’"o The Court ruled that, “Bxtraordinary measures in Hawaii, how-
efer necessary, are not supportable on the mistaken premise that Bawaiian
inhabitants are less entitled to constitutional protection than othors."m'
Justice Murphy wrote, "The unconstitutionality of the usurpation of civil
power by the military is so great in this instance as to warrant this
Courtt!s complete and outright repudiation of the a.ction."l"z

Bawaii had won its long battle against military rule. However,
the very faot that it had once more found it necessary to prove its right
to constitutional protection only served further to impress upon the
islanders the insecurity of territorial status. Bawaiians had not liked
treatment very similar to that accorded occupied enemy territory. In a
198 investigation a mainland judge wrote, "The general opinion prevails
that these military courts were conducted in a high-handed and ruthless

manner."""3 The Jjudge reported increased respect for good civil courts.

hoI'bid., 265-266; Clark, op. cit., 206-208,
blguoted in Euykendall and Day, op. cit., 266.
haQuotod by Clark, ope cit., 209.

h30a.r1 E. Wimberly, Circuit Court Judge, State of Oregon, to Senator
Guy Cordon, February 12, 1948, Cordon Report, 15
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The people of the islands probably would be quick to agree that the initial
imposition of martial law was a necessary measure in view of the sudden
Japanese attack, the possibility of more attacks, and the impossibility
of pre=-gauging with certainty the loyalty of same island inhabitants.
The fact that this action later proved to have been unnecessary camnot be
used as a basis for condeming military action. However, the manner in
which the military dispensed law and the extension of martial rule long
after any conceivable danger directly threatened the islands ocan hardly
be excused. Hawaii realized that such an extension would have been far
less likely had the islands been a state. As one observer, who had been
in the islands previous to the war, noted, post-war Hawaii had a "new
seriousneas."m“ And statehood had new sj.gn:l.:t.‘:l.c.umc:e;.J"'5

But the excesses of military rule had not been the only war-time
impetus to statehood. The many contacts of the island people with oiﬂf-
ians and soldiers fram the mainland, the great number of 1sland-mainland
marriages, and the gallant demonstration by Hawaii's people of all rasial
extractions of their loyalty--all these tied Hawaii closer to the conti-
nente Some of the new residents fram the mainland, too, were irked at
the lack of full political rightse Furthermore, Hawaii had came to full

realization of its place as ths hub of any American activities in the

J""‘clo.rlc, Ope cit., 13,

LSraylor, loce cit., 99; Clark, op. oits, 209-210; Furmas, loc.
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Pacific area--in war or peace. As it was an integral, vital part of
Amsrican commercial and military life, it wanted a similar place in Ameri-
can political life .}"6

With ultimate victory of the United Nations a certainty, Hawaii
again turned to the statehood question. Its legislature on May L, 1945,
passed another resolution, in which Congressional cammittees were invited
to the islands. Already, however, discussions by the House Cammittee on
Territories had led to the decision for the entire committee to visit
the islands in the fall, A House resolution in April authorized such an
investigation, but various develomments led to the appointment of a sub-
comnittee under the chairmanship of Representative Heary D. Larcade, Jr.,
of louisiana, to make the trip. Five Congressmen, Delegate Farrington,
and an advisor from the Department of Interior held hearings from Janu-
ary 7 through January 18, 1946, on Oahu, Molokmi, Maui, Big Island and
Rauai .47

Just previous to the hearings, on December 22, 1945, Secretary
of the Interior Harold L. Ickes went on record as a strong advocate of

si:a.i;ehood.‘"B

Euykendall and Day, op. oit., 269-270; Clark, op. cit., 18=19,

lﬂHearings, HeoR. 236, pp. II, 1-2, 4=5; larcade, "Report,"™ loc.
oits, li; Enabling the People of Hawaii To Form A Constitution and State
Govermment to be Admitted into the Union on an Equal Footing with The
Original States, Hearing, Pursuant to House Resolution 3a3, Committee
on the Territories, House of Representatives, 79 Congress, 1 Session, 1.
Hereafter cited as Hearing, H.R. 36L3.

)"BBoarlngs, H.R. 236, pp. 9-10.
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The subcammittee, whose investigation Delegate Farrington charac-
terized as "one .of the most searshing inquiries” ever made in Hawaii,
listened to testimony concerning labor, land distribution, the "Big Five,"
Bawaii's place in national defense, Hawaii's war record, the housing short-
age, the ever-present reapportiomment problem, and, as always, the racial
question, The witnesses favoring statehood outnumbered those opposing or
desiring postpomement by almost four to one. A number of those in oppo=-
sition were mainland oivilian workers in the Pearl Harbor Navy Yard, whose
main camplaint seemed to be that they had to pay taxes in Hawaii as well
as in their home states. The Japanese were still feared by some opponents;
the "Big Five" was still comnsidered by a few as an obstacle. Others felt
simply that the islands were not yet ready. As in past investigatioms,
the statehood proponents were muoh better organized and appeared much bet-
ter informed than opponents of the movement. This was in no small part
due to the presentations of the Bqual Rights Cammission. Many organiza-
tions expressed through reesclutions or ro;resentativas their desire for
immediate statehoods the Democratic and Republican parties of Hawaii;
the Honolulu Medical Sooiety; the Plneapple Research Institute; the Pine-
apple Growers Assoociation; the HeSePeAe; I.L.W.Us3 various A.F. of L.
locals; the Bawaiian Govermment Employees Association; Hawaiian Chinese
Civio Association; various Chamber of Commerce units; the Filipino Federa-

tion of America; the Bar Association of Hawaii and many o*l:hers.j"9

W14, 25, 29, 37-38, Lo-l1, LL-b5, L7-53, 55-68, 103, 109, 112-
11, 134-T35; 139, 181-182, 184-185, 212-213, 215, 2l2-250, 254-259, 261-
26l, 295, 350, L451. For other extremely favorable appraisals of the work
of the larcade subcammittee, see Congressional Record, 79 Congress, 2
Session, Vol. 92, Part IX, A773-77L, A205; Euykendall and Day, op. oit.,

291. Y
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After a lengthy summary of its findings concerning Hawaiian eco-
nomic, social and political affairs, the subocammittee listed some sixteen
oconclusions. Telescoped, these conclusions were as follows: (1) That
the people of Hawaii, despite their multi-racial character and the pre-
ponderance of Japanese, were ready for self-govermment; (2) That improve-
ments ocould be expected in land distribution and that the "Big Five"
dominance was no bar to independsnt enterprise; (3) That labor organita-
tion and labor-management relations were improving rapidly; (4) That the
school system had been successful in producing a democratic and capable
oitizenry; and (5) That a majority of the citizens of Hewaii wanted state-
hoods The subcommittee further emphasized the loyalty of the Hawaiian
people, the historic American policy favoring self-determination of peoples,
Hawaii's role in Pacific international affairs, and the fact that the United
States govermment in various ways had led the.people of Hawaii to expect
ultimate statehood. Finding Hawaii to have met all the necessary require-
ments, the subcammittee recommended immediate legislation to grant the
islands si;,atohood status .5 .

Dmmediately after the hearings, on January 21, 19465, President
Harry S. Truman, in his annual message to Congress, recammended statehood
for Hawaii .51

on June L, 1946, the House Committee on Territories held a hearing

in Washington to announce the campletion and availability of the printed

2OLarcade, "Report," loc. oit., =21,

slcongressional Record, 79 Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 92, Part I, 147.
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report of the investigation and findings of the lLarcade subcammittee,
Chairmuan Hugh Peterson of Georgia noted that the interest shown in the
statehood question was "surprising."52 A letter was introduced from
Secretary of Imterior J. A. Krug, strongly endorsing s‘t:a.i:e]:mod.s3 Dele-
gate Farrington emphasized statehocod as a corollary to American champion=-
ship of dependent peoples, especially with regard to those in the Pacific
area. Inoluded in the hearing report was various correspondence referred
to the oommittee during 1945 and 1946 in whioch sentiments for or against
statehood were expressed. These letters, mainly from people who had been
temporary residents of the islands during the war and fram permanent res-
idents of the mainland, overwhelmingly opposed statehood or wished post-
ponement. The most frequent reasons for opposition were ocharges of poor
law enforcement, bad treatment of mainland civilians, seamen and military
personnel, and the Asiatic population. On the other hand, the organiza-
tions expressing views were heavily favorable, some thirty local and
national organizations, both mainland and Bawaiian, advocating immediate
statehood, Only three organizations opposed. The cammittee took no action.
BEmphasis was upon deliberation and oconsideration of all information pos-
sible. As a result, despite Delegate Farrington!s efforts and the ao-
tivities of the Hawaiian Statehood Cammission, adjourmment found statehood
among the many measures lost in the rush to enaot post-war readjustment

legi ulatﬂ.on.sl*

52Bearing, HeRe 3643, pe 2.
53Kkrug to Petersom, April 25, 1946, ibide, pp. 2=3,
Shtbid., 5-7, 9-10, 13, 15-30, 33-3L, 37-k2, L5-L7, 53-8k, 67-75;

Bearings, HeR. 49 and Rel, Bills, 10-11; House Report No. 25l,p.5; Kuyken-
TW@IT and Day, ope oits, 291, ’
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On the opening of the Bightieth Congress, Delegate Farrington on
January 3, 1947, introduoced an enabling act. Five Republioans and three
Democrats followed his lead in introducing similar measures. Fram March 7
to March 19, the House Cammittee on Publio lLands held hearings in Washing-
ton in whioh the testimony for statehood was oversvhelmingly favorable.
This investigation was aimed at disoovering mainland sentiment. Prao-
tically the only dissenting note was in a letter fram Nioholas Murray
Butler, President of Columbia University, who opposed the admittance of
any non=oontiguous territories to statehood. Two other opposing ocmmuni-
oations fere not included in the testimony. No witness appeared in oppo-
sition, Among those testifying for statehood were Seoretary of Interior
Krug, Governor Stainback, Robert L. Shivers, Congressmen fram nine states,
members of both parties fram the territorial house and senate, and repre-
sentatives of the HeS.P.A. and I.L.W.Us Other expressions of support oame
from various mainland Chambers of Cammerce, army and navy persomnel, the
Navy Department, the National Education Association, the national Amerioan
Veterans Committee, and various Lions' Clubs. The Delegate introduced
favorable editorial oomment from newspapers in thirty-seven states and
Hawaii. Again highlighted was the international signifioance of the state=
hood question, Secretary Krug, who had just returned from a trip to the
Pacifio area, reported that General Douglas MacArthur favored extensiom of
Amerioan demooratio forms to the Paocifio area as an ald in his task of
demooratizing Japan. The General, said Mr. Krug, definitely favored state-

hood. Commi ttee member Clair Engle of California reported that MaoArthur
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had not considered statehood in any manner detrimental to the American
defense system. The hearings ended with the unamimous decision of the
ooumi ttee to report the emabling act favorably to the Housee?

In his report of recammendation of March 27, Chairman Richard Je
Welch stressed the lack of objeotion from military and naval authorities,
the support of the Interior Department, the favorable effect of statehood
upon Mmerican foreign relations and world demooracy, and the great degree
of unanimity of opinion in the islands and on the mainland, Chairman Welch
reporteds ". . . the Camnittee on Public Lands is manimously oconvinoed
that the Territory of Hawaii has met every necessary requirement to be
admitted as a State of the Mion."5® Weloh further stated,

This conmittee agrees fully, after a study of all of the
evidence, that Hawaiits admission as a State and its represeata-
tion in the Congress would add an informed and experienced element
in our national deliberations, both on defense and on our relations
with the Orient.?7

After debate lasting less than four hours, the enabling act passed
the House on June 30, 1947. The vote was 195 to 133, with Republicans
favoring the bill by a large majority. Most of the Democratic vote was
againat the measure, probably dus to Southern opposition on racial grounds.

In the debate, however, the only argument advanced strongly against statehood

S5Hearings, HeRe L9-56, pp. L0, L3, 50, 79, 86, 139, 203, 214-220,
310; House Repo%E No. 254, p. 5; "Hawaii, Star for Good Behavior," News-
week, XXX (July 1, 1947), 24, hereafter cited as “Hawaii, Star";
Tuykendall and Day, op. cit., 291.

5689\1.0 Report No. 194, p. 21; see ibid., 1, 12-19,

5T1bid,, e
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was that of non-oontiguity.s 8 This passage by the House was another mile-
stone in the statehood movement,

In July of 1947, after a preliminary study of the emabling aot
passed by the House, the Senate Committee on Publio Lands?? planned a sub-
camittee investigation in the islands. A special session of Congress
intervened, so the chairman of the Suboommittee on Territories and Insular
Affairs, Guy Cordon, was requested to make the investigation. With the
aid of Judge Carl E. Wimberly, Cirouit Court judge of Oregon, hearings
were held from January 5 to January 20, 1948, on the islands of Oahu,
Kauai, Molokmi, lanaj,Maui and Hawaii. Subsequently, a hearing in Wash=
ington by the full subcammittee took place on April 15.

Meanwhile President Truman had again advooated statehood in his
annual message of January 7, 1948. Purther, he included it as a part of
his Civil Rights Program which he presented to Congress in a special mes-
sage of February 2,

Despite a apeci.a.l effort by Semator Cordon and Judge Wimberly to
enoounge‘ expressions in opposition to statehood, 215 of the 231 witnesses
favored the step. Opposition amounting to forty percent marked the mail
received by the senator in the islands, fifteen percent of which was based

on the race question and eight perocent on the Cammunist threat. The

SBCOngreaaional Record, 80 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 93, Part
VI, 7916-7923; 1927-7941; Hearings, HeRe LO and Rel. Bills, 10-11; House
Report No. 254, p. 5; "Hawaii, Star," 25, -

59Subaequontly the name of this committee became Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.
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testinmony concerning Cammunism will be discussed later. In additdon to
the old issues of the Japanese, the "Big Five," and reapportiomment, testi-
mony oentered around the war-time milltary govermment and the international
significance of statehoods As in praotically all testimony since the war,
the issues of Japanese loyalty, bloo voting and Asiatic office holders
were treated favorably by the majority of witnesses. A large number of
Hawaiian organizations--student, industrial, labor, eduwcation, racial,
veteran and sooial--presented resolutions or representatives to express
a desire for statehood.éo

Reasons in opposition included fear of the Japanese, bloo voting,
and the feeling that Hawaii did not have men capable of holding high of=-
fioe.61 Impressive was the testimony related to the international scene.
Proponents argued that statshood not only would bring into Congress men
well acquainted with affairs in the vital Pacifio area but also adept in
interrscial relations. It was further asserted that the granting of
statehood to Hawaii, with its large Asiatic population, would greatly
enhance United States prestige in the Far Bast, as well as strengthen

the foroes of demooracy everywhere., Evidence of the interest of Somoa

6000ng_raasiona1 Record, 80 Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 94, Part I
33, 929; Hearings, H.R. L9 and S. 114; on bloc voting, 5, 13, 25, 28, lR2-
, 60, 65, 69, B0, 88, 106, 125, 129, 152, 155, 165, 167, 185, 191, 202,
219-220, 227; on Japanese office holders, 3=5, 26, 28, £9; on Japanese
loyalty, 11, ]'h’ 29-30, 3‘*. ’45: ha°5°a 5T, 67'68: 87, 89, 180-181, 210~
211, 221, 239, 250; on reapportiomment, 227, 238-239, 271, l23<-125. See
also Cordon Report, 10; Kuykendall and Day, op. oit., 293.

6lBoarings, H.R. L9 and S. 114, pp. 7-11, 37-39, 93.
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and other south sea islands, as well as India, in the statehood movement
was presented. There was the argument that statehood would be a weapon
in fighting Camunism in Asia..&

Senator Cordon's report oontained favorable camment upon the Hawai-
ian judioie.l system, one of the purposes of the investigation being to
reassess this vital part of Ameriscan govox-mno:n*t:.é3 The Senator found the
olimate of statehood opinion even more favorable than in 1940. He sug-
gested that longer failure to grant statehood would not omly bring into
question the ®good faith of COngress,'&* but would deprive the United
States of an opportunity to show that ", . « it means what it says and
practices what it urges when a&vooating true democrasy for all pooplos."65
He oonoluded that Hawaii was ready for statehood and reoammended that the
enabling act be favorably recommended to the Senate for immediate passa.ge.66

The ensuing one-day hearing in Washington in April brought favor-
able testimony from Under Secretary of the Interior Osoar L. Chapman,

Mr, Seth Rlchardson, who made the 1932 investigation of oriminal law pro-

oedure in Hawaii, and Mr. Robert L. Shivers. There was a review of various

@mid., I, 117, 166, 183, 231, 2lg, 268, L6, L93.

63 Judge Wimberly made a special investigation of the Hawaiiean ju=-
dicial systeam, his letter of report, Pebruary 12, 1948, being inocluded in
the Cordon Report, 12-15,

&md.’ 8.
65Ibid;, 11,
6600rdon Report, 1=2, 11,
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mainland Gallup polls. The third poll in 1948 indicated that sixty-six
peroent favored statehood, fifteen percent opposed and nineteen percent
were without opinions. In the 1945 poll, sixty percent had been favor-
able; in 1941, only forty-eight percent. This was an indication that
favorable Hawaiian and mainland opinion had inoreased in similar propor-
tions. The Delegate presented lists of twenty-four natiomal and ninety~
eight Hawaiian and mainland loocal organizations favorable to statehood.
However, one senator expressed the idea that the ccmmittee should work
slowly, since the step, onoce taken, was irrevoocable. This was a familiar
thame to statehood proponents. In May the Cammittee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs decided that no further action would be taken until such
time as those members of the committee so desiring might make an investi-
gation in Hawaii, Senator W. F. Knowland of California, ardent supporter
of statehood, took an umprecedented step in introducing a resolution to
release the bill from the committee and place it on the Semate floor, but
his move was blockede In June the cammittee authorized its chairman, Sen-
ator Hugh Butler of Nebraska, to arrange for an investigation in Hawaii.
The results of this investigation were not reported until the next Jume,
and, since they dealt with the question of Communism, they will be dis=-
oussed 1a.ter.67 No further action was taken by the Senate in the Bightieth

Congress.

6739"1'13550 HeR. L9 and S. 114, pp. LL5, L63-LbL, LB5-491, L95;
Statehood Tor Mawaii, Conmmmist Penetration of the Hawaiian Islands,

TReport, Relative to Investigation with Reference %o H.R. LJ, B0 Congress,
2 Session, 2, hereafter referred to as Butler Reports Kuylsndall and Day,

Ope oit., 29h.
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Since the advent of a new Congress meant the introdustion and
passage of a new statehood bill, Hawaii had lost another round in its
battle for a stare But the action of the House in the Eightieth Congress
had been the most pramising step in the entire history of the movement.

Between Jamuary 3 and February 3, 1949, six enabling acts were
introduced in the House. In the Senate one bill was introduced in Janu-
ary followed by another later in the session. There were other hopeful
signs. President Truman, on January 5, in his annual message to Congress
again requested passage of his Civil Rights Program as outlined the pre-
vious year. Since this program included the granting of statehood to
Bawaii, the President's message was a reiteration of his belief that Hawaii
was ready for full partmership in the union. Incidentally, his first reo-
ammendation in 1946 had marked a departure fram precedent, No previous
President had included statehood in his program of desired logialation.ée

Further, there were indications that mainland sentiment was still
highly favorable. Between 1945 and 1948, twenty-seven national organi-
zations had passed resolutions favoring Hawaii's bid. The Hawaiian State-
hood Cammission compiled a list of editorial caments for the first three
months of 1949, in which seventy-six editors wrote favorably of statehood.
Only two newspapers, both in South Carolina, in thirty-two states expressed

opposition.69

%siml Reoord, 81 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 95, No. 1,
PPe 121‘153 3 Oe 99 Pe 96: No. 13, pp. 758, 8)413 No. 79,
Pe 57?} 1bido. Vol. 95, Part I. 76.

61bid,, No. 15, pe 4533; No. 56, pp. 2077-2078.
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Hearings held between March 3 and 8, 19L9, by the Subcommittee on
Territorial and Insular Possessions of the House Committee on Public lands

again brought expressions of overwhelming support for statehood. Long=

time suppbrtors Secretary Krug and Representative larcade again pled
Hawaii's cause, Secretary Charles H. Bramnan of the Department of Agri-
culture endorsed the emabling act, The Department of National Defense
interposed no objeotiomns. Two pieces of opposing testimony were based
upon fear of Communism in the islands. One of these was a letter fram
island Senator We He Hill who was the omnly territorial legislator voting
against a March resolution in favor of immediate statehood. Another let-
ter from a mainland resident listed unsettled world affairs and the ques-
tion of non-contiguity as sufficient reasons for delaying statehood. The
committee chairman did not feel that these requests for delay of cammittee
action were sufficiently substantiated to be given serious consideration.
The international significance of the granting of statehood again got
its share of attention. Probably most significant was the statement, in
a resume of past Congressional action, that

e o o the record on Hawaii is oamplete. Virtually everything

there is to lmow about Bawaii has been chronicled. . . « Her

social, political, cultural, and econamic structure has been

subjected to an examination that was unheard of when the other

20 Territories were candidates for statehood, 70

The enabling act was reported to the Cammittee on Public Lands,

which, on March 8, 1949, voted to report the bill favorably to the House.

TORearings, H.R. L9 and Rel. Bills, . 10; see also ibid.,

12-17, 26, 34, 38, U5, LT.
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The one dis.sonung vote was based upon indecision as to the question of

non-oonti.guity.71
Further action during the seesion was not forthecoming, however,

despite the poll of Congressional opinion by a Hearst newspaper in which

statehood was favored three-to-one. Delegate Farrington was reported to

have blamed the inaction upon Congressional leaders, who did not wish to

consider the issue in the 1949 sesaion.72

At the begimning of the next Congressional session, President Tru-
man, emphasizing its place in his Civil Rights Program again recammended
statehood on Jamuary lj, 1950, Six days later, presidential endorsement
was strengthened by the report of the House Special Committee on Pacific
Territories and Island Possessions, This cammittee, Just returned fram
an inspection trip of Pacific and Far Bast areas, had, on two occasions,
stopped in Bawaii, 1Its report argued that statehood was the wish of the
Hawaiian people, that the serious strike of 1949 indicated the need of
the islands for a state govermment which alone would be strong enough to
cope with such emergencies, and that the grant of statehood would aid
United States prestige in the Pacific and Far East by presenting a re-
affimation of Amsrican faith in democreoy to counteract Cammunist propa-
ganda, "It /Bawaii/," the committee felt, "has been a lighthouse of

demooracy in the Pacific. « » ."73 "People of the Pacific look to Hawaii

Nypia., 50.

3,.‘;’econjgcxwetm:lom.l Record, 81 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 95, No. 143,
Pe A5 0

75cm§ressiml Record, 81 Congress, 2 Session, Vol. 96, No. 8,
p. A211; see also ibid., A210-A211; ibid., No. 2, p. 65,
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e o o 88 the French do to Paris,. . . ."7"" The ocmmittee recammended im-
mediate statehood for what it oconsidered the cultural center of the
Pacific.’”

In House debate on the emabling act in March, Delegate Farrington
pointed out that the acoounts of the warious hearings on statehood now
filled 3,000 pages. There had been over 700 witnesses heard; eighty or
ninety members of Congress had investigated statehood; and almost fifty
Congressmen had visited the islands. The delegate also referred to a
mainland opinion poll of PFebruary 22, which indicated a ratio of four to
one in favor of statehoods As debate progressed, the outstanding opposi-
tion argwments were fears of Cammuniam, the question of extending state-
hood to non-contiguous territory, and the old racial question. However,
on March 7, the bill passed by a vote of 262 to 110. For a second time
the House had given its approval to statehoods The next day the Senate
referred the bill to the Committee on Interior and Imsular Affairs. While
the results of this Cammittee's hearings are not known at this writing,
President Truman on May 5 complimented the cammittee chairman on the

thoroughnsss of the investigation. The same month the President assured

Hawaiian statehood proponents that he would make every effort to gain
passage by the Senate during the session. However, in Jume, the threat

of opposition from Southern senators on grounds of race appeared when

mnid.. No. 8. p. A21°'

Tmia., A210-A211,
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Senator Allen Ellender of Louisiana announced his opposition because
Bawaii's people "are quite different fram our peoplee o .« 76

By July a national magazine was reporting that the desire for
early adjourmeent in an eleotion year would prevent Semate comsideration
during the 1950 session., When, on June 30, the decision for all=out aid
to South Korea against Cammunist invaders was announced by President Tru-
man, action on statehood became even less lilsely. Not only'would there
be more pressing measures for consideration, but, if the past record was
any indication, a change in the form of govermment in Hawaii at a time of
extrame orisis in the Far Bast would not appeal either to Congress or to
military and naval leaders. As this is being written, the likelihood is
that statehood will be deferred until the next Congress, when the whole
process of introduction of a bill and passage by both houses will be
roquired.77

Out of the myriad of hearings, reports, debate and disoussion
there had appeared by mid-1950 four basioc issues in the statehood ques-
tion: (1) the racial composition of the island population; (2) the ques-
tion of extension of statehood to non-contiguous territory; (3) the amount
of Camunist infiltration in the islands; and (L) the international sig-

nificance of statehood.

76'rh.-Proiaoopo," Newsweek, XXXV (June 19, 1950), 13; see also
ibid. (May 8, 1950), 15; Congressional Reocord, 81 Congress, 2 Session,
¥o. L4, pp. 2821282, 2906-2923, 2992; No. LB,p.3035; Noe 95, p. A3783;
No. 19k4, p. 7023.

TTnhe Poriscope,” Newswesk, XXXV (duly 3, 1950), 8; ibid. (July 10,
1950)0 17.
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The racial issue, of course, continues to revolve mainly around
the large number of people of Japanese ancestry in the islands. There
is still in the islands a small faction which insists that the Japanese
are a menace. And, as previously suggested, in an econamic orisis at-
tended by wnemployment and limited circulation of money the tremendous
ocompetition which the Japanese-Americans, by virtue of their numbers alone,
would offer other racial groups might engender more wide-spread antagonism,
Furthermore, as the Canmmist question has became praminent, there has
been a slight but obvious tendenoy on the part of a few to suggest that
the Japanese element 1s more susseptible to Cammunist influence than other
racial groups. On the basis of the limited information now available,
there seems little reason to believe that, proportionately, those of
Japanese ancestry are any more active in the Communist program than per-
sons of other racial extractions. However, the very faot that such ideas
are o'ntertainod by even a few indicates that the Japanese-Americans still
have a certain amount of prejudice to overcome in the islands. By and
large, however, the record seems to indicate that the majority of Hawail's
people are fighting a winning battle against racial antagonism. No race
riot has ever troubled Hawaiian human relations. The tradition of racial
harmmony and tolerance is long and probably unequalled in any part of the
world., Therefore, amy potent opposition to statehood based on the race
question will probably stem from the mainland, Even here such opposition
seems confined to the South, if expressions of Congressional opinion and
newspaper editorials are any indiocation., But, as in Hawaii, raoial bias

must influence only a small element, since numerous Southern newspapers
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have advooated statehood, while Congressional leaders such as Representa-

tive Larcade of Louisiana and Semator Estes Eefauver of Tennessee have
been outspoken in their support, All indications lead to the conclusion
that, while some opposition based on race will continue to be voiced, it
alone will not block Hawaii's realization of statehood,

Opposition based on non-contiguity offers a greater, if less temable,
obstacle. In a radio debate on the Town Meeting of the Air in the fall
of 1949, Semator Harry P. Cain of the State of Washington, in opposing
immediate statehood, declared that the Senate would not act until a polioy
oconcerning the admission of non=contiguous territory had been formulated.
"No such policy,"™ he said, "has as yet been either seriously discussed or
agreed to." Until this "fundamentally important question®™ was settled,
he held a dim view for statehood prospects. This stand was not new, BEven
though those most impressed by this question no longer based their argu-
ments on mere distance. Modern transportation and communication facili-
ties have brought Hawaii closer, in time, to Washington, D. C., than were
many of the early states. Fears based upon non-contiguity rest mainly
on two points: (1) to admit Hawaii would set a preocedent which might
morally obligate the United States to admit other non=contiguous areas
such Puerto Rlco, Samoa and South Pacific islands under United States
control; and (2) to open the door to non-contiguous areas would increase
the membership in the already unwieldy houses of Congress. In this op=

position there seems to be no fear of ohanging the political balance in
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Congress, since, in post-war years, statehood for Republican Hawaii has
been coupled with that for predominantly Demooratic Aluh.78

In his rebuttal to Semator Cain's argument, Delegate Farrington
gave the traditional reply that this question had been settled in 1900
when the Organic Aot oataplishod a territorial govermment for Hawaii., In-
volved also in this issue is the immemorial olaim of statehood proponents
that the United States had "promised™ Hawaii statehood==at least by im-
plication,

The questions of non=contiguity and the "pramise™ must be traced
back to the amnexation of Hawaii, Aotually these issues stem from even
earlier history., The Northwest Ordinance of 1787, passed by the Congress
of the Confederation, established the prinsiple of admitting western ter-
ritories, upon the meeting of certain qunliﬁ.oati;ns, to the union on a
basis equal to the first states. The Constitution, as previously sug-
gested, was silent as to the admission of new states other than to grant
Congress the power to receive new members into the union. Precedent, how=-
ever, has taken on almost the foroce of law, Bvery continental territory
of the United States has eventually been granted statehood. Furthermore,
as statehood proponents are quick to point out, the Philippine Islands
and Puerto Rico both came under American jurisdioction at the time when
Bawaii was annexed. Yet, Hawaii alone was granted territorial status, an

indication of special csonsi.flora‘t:i.t.'m.“'9

78Qnotations in Town Meeting Bulletin, 12; see also ibid., 10, 13, 22,

Tchi twood and Owsley, op. oit., 2)5~2l7; Cordon Report, 7; Hearings,
HeR. 119'56. pPpe 18-19.
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Much emphasis has been laid upon the actions of the United States
leading up to annexation in 1898 as implying a “promise™ of statehood,
and, oconsequently, inwvalidating the non-contigulty argumant. Despite
many statements to the contrary, the treaty of ammexation of 1897, like
its predecessor in 1893, did not provide statehood for Hawaii, It did
provide territorial status. The Hawaiian senate inoluded in its resolu-
tion of ratification, September 9, 1897, the complete treaty. Congress
in the Newlands Resolution of 1898, by which annexation was consumated,

agreed to the following: "Hesolved by the Senate and House of Represen=-

tatives « ¢« o , That said cession is accepted, ratified, and confirmed

o o o ."80 Since "said cession™ refers to the ratifying aect of the Hawaiian
senate, in which the treaty granting territorial status was incorporated,
statehood supporbers have argued that the United States thereby pramised

eventual statehoods The wording of the resolution was repeated by Minis-

ter Harold M. Sewall in the ceramonies of August 12, 1898, when Hawaii

was formally annexed. This rather tenuous logic, whatever its walidity,
seems superficial in the face of mush stronger claims, "Promise" has also
been read into the debate and discussion regarding annexation in which
Congressional and administrative leaders recognized that territorial status
might lead to statehoods Howsver, these expressions clearly could not be

considered binding upon sucseeding Congresses or national achninistraﬁons.el

80House Report No. 19!4., Pe 273 see also ibid., 25-26; Kuykendall and
Day, op. oit., 287. For an attack upon the "pramlse" argument by members
of the Emongrousional investigating coumittee, see Hearings, H.R. 303k,
pp. 60-61, 111-112, 119, 152, 158=159, 169.

elrbido. 321;: Haax'lng, HeRo 36}&5. Pe 3e
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More pertinent was the debate leading up to passage of the Organic
Act in 1900, Both in the House and Senate amendments stipulating that
the extension of torﬁtorial status oould not be considered as a pramise
of statehood were blocked. These rejections and numerous camments during
the debate indicate that the Congress was well aware that territorial
status implied ultimate s‘l:a.‘t:ohood.82 Again the statements were not bind-
ing. Nor were the camments and intentions of the commission appointed by
President MoKinley to draft the Organic Aot. One oammissioner, Senmator
Jon T. Morgan of Alabama, made several speeches while in Hawaii in which
he indicated that statehood would not be far distant, The only surviving
member of the oommission in 1947, Walter F. Frear, wrote to Delegate
Farringbon that the oammission had decided upon derritorial status at
its first meeting and had recognized the implication of eventual state-
hood. However, another cammissioner, Senmator Sheiby M. Cullum of Illinois,
in the debate on the aot, stated that he was not favorable to statehood=-
at least in the near future .‘83

But none of the foregoing events actually established Hawaii's
right to statehoods The valid oclaim of Hawaii stems fram the Organioc

Act, which states: ". . . that the oonstitution shall have the same

eacongreuional Record, 26 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 33, Part III,

202}, 21m0 2197-:. 2“%9 2l)B8; Part IV, 3704, 37703 Hearings,
HeRe 49 and Rel. Bills, p. 26; Hearings, HeRe. 236, pe L412; Congressional
Record, 75 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 81, Part III, 2592; Hearings, HeRe
2034, pe 32L; Cordon Report, 7; Kuykendall and Day, ope ¢1it., 207~288.

85Hoar1ngs, Con. Res. 18, pp. 415-416; Hearings, HeR. 236, p. L11;
Congressional Record, 56 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 33, Part III, 2189;
Frear to Farrington, March 3, 1947, Hearings, H.R. 1j9-56, pp. 137=-138.
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force and effect within said Territory as elsewhore in the United St&tea."m"
In this statement and in its provisions for a territorial govermment, the
Organic Aot legally recognized BHawaii's right to that status which his~
torically implied statehoods Such an interpretation of the Organic Act
is confirmed by various Supreme Court decisions., In the so=-called Insular
Cases, the Suprems Court ruled in 1903 that Hawaii was an integral part
of the United States to which the Constitution applied in full, It
clearly differentiated between Hawaii and other island areas which have
status as dependencies, Further confimation came fram Chief Justice
Taft in 1922 when he ruled that ". . « incorporation has always been a

step and an important step leading to statehood.*55

The case of O'Donoghue v. United States, in which the Supreme

Court differentiated between the status of courts of the Distriot of

Columbia and those of the territories, brought a ruling that ", . « as a
preliminary step toward that foreordained end /statehood/ --to tide over
the period of ineligibility==Congress, from time to time, created terri-

torial govermments, the existence of which was necessarily limited to the

period of gugila.ge." In this decision the court referred to two previous
rulings. One read: “The territorial status is one of pupilage at best."”
The other stated: "A territory, under the constitution and laws of the

Thited States is an inchoate state ."86

8lrpiq,, 37.

85Hearings, HeRe 303l, pe 162; see also House Report No. 194, p. 103

HBearings, Eoio E"Sé pe 97; Hearings, He.R. 303E P -M Erings
H.R. 533: pPe 13 Bom;an, loc, 0it,, 2'52’ =25%; Crawford, loc’s. oit., 60, y

%Basﬂa, HeRe 236, pe 1ljo Italics are those of the source.
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Therefore, Hawaii's claim to statehood by virtue of her torr:ltor-.
ial status rests upon three elements: (1) the prineiples and practices
of American political expansion, as established by the Northwest Ordi-
nance of 1787; (2) the Organic Act, which established Hawaii as a territory;
and (3) the decisions of the Supreme Court defining a territory as an em=-
bryo state. It follows that the decision as to whether non-contiguous
territories would be granted statehood was made in 1900. Neverthsless,
this objeoction to Hawaiian statehood continues to appear. Established
legal right will not prevent members of Congress fram hesitating to wel-
come into the union an area separated by over 2,000 miles of water fram
the other states. The question‘ of non-oontiguity is still an obstacle
to s%a tehood. 57

Before disoussing the evidence concerning the infiltration of
Cammumism in the islands, two other matters deserve comment., The first
relates to Australian-born Harry Bridges, president of the natiomal I.L.W.U,.,
and the man who always has made the final deocisions concerning not only
west coast and Hawaiian shipping strikes but strikes in the I.L.W.U.-
daminated sugar and pineapple industries of Hawaii. Im April of 1950,
after two previous trials, Bridges was convicted in a San Francisco Fed-
eral Court of perjury and evasion of naturalization laws in denying his
membership in the Cammunist Party. Two of his close assooiates, also
I.LW.U. leaders, also were convicteds Given a prison sentence of five

years, Bridges, was subsequently deprived of his oitizenahip.ee

8Tnmwnti, star," 25,
88%1 arry the Commy,” Newsweek, XXV (April 17, 1950), 29-30.
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Closely related is the second matter. 0On May 1, 1943, the I.L.W.U.
longshoremen of Hawaii struck for higher wages. This strike, lasting 159
days, virtually paralyzed Bawaiian life and econamy. Moreover, the wage
inorease finally gained by the workers hardly compensated for their losses
in wages. The strike, dealing a hard blow to the sugar, pineapple and
tourist enterprises, cost Hawaii an estimated $100,000,000, In faot, the
only winner was Barry Bridges, since the new contract with Hawaiian ship-
ping firms was to expire on the same day as those held by unions with
mainland shippers. Bridges now virtually ruled Pacific shipping, and,
eonsequently, the lifeline of Hawaii.ag

The strike was only thirty-nine days old when Delegate Farrington
reported to the House that it had ", . . oreated a orisis without parallel
in the history of Hawaii. . . « The health and welfare of the people of
the islands are in jeopardy." The delegate explained the failure of the
territorial government to make any progress in strike settlement and
ocalled upon President Truman to force resumption of lhippingogo The fol=-
lowing day he.introduced a bill which would have authorized federal seigure
of shipping faoilities in case of strikes or other threats to the island ‘
lifeline, Despite the introduction of three such bills, the delegate was

unable to enlist federal intervention. There was, however, considerable

B9"Viotory for Bridges,” Newsweek, XXXIV (October 17, 1949), 28;
Congressional Record, 8l Congress, I Sessicm, Vol. 95, No. 116, p. AL33L.

90Go:.}ggasion&l Record, 81 Congress, 1 Session, Vol., 95, No. 101,
Pe A37h50
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expression of alarm in the Senate. A letter was introduced from a Ha-
wailan citizen pointing out that only a few Communists with Bridges!
power could imperil the islands .91 The Washington Daily News on August L,
1949, received a report that Moscow had preised the striking activities
of Bridges' wnion. Meanwhile, a Scripps=Howard reporter, Edwin C. Heinke,
expressed belief that the I.L.W.U. was dsfinitely under Camunist leader-
ship.92

In the 1930's there had been 1little mention of Cammunism in the
islands. There had been, early in the century, a Socialist Party, but
a witness in 1937 said there were then very few Sooialists in Hawaii.
However, to the investigating committee of that year was submitted an
editorial fram the Honolulu Advertiser preising the newly organized In-
dustrial Assooiation of Hawaii, one of whose aims was to fight Commu-
nistic influence. Im 1940 Communists had taken advantage of the practice
blackout to distribute anti-war proptgtndn.93

As on the mainland, serious consideration of the Cammunist menaoce
did not develop until after the war. It was in November of 1947 that

Bawaii was startled by the publication of a pamphlet entitled The Truth

About Conmunism in Hawaii. More generally known as the Izuka Pamphlet,

this account was written by an American of Japanese ancestry who claimed

91Ib1do No. 102 Pe 76533 No. 88, PPe 6505-65063 No. llh PPe
8578-8580._'553&; No. 86: ppe 63L2-63444; No. 115, pp. 8701-8702, ’

91bide, Noe. 141, p. 10952; Enoxville News-Sentinel, August 2-L,

1949.
95anrings, Con. Res. 18, pp. 385-386; Barber, Ope oit., 218,
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membership in the Camunist Party from 1938 to 1945, The son of planta-
tion laborers, whose 1life he desoribed under the heading of "Fertile Soil
for Communism,” Izukn traced his first contaots with the Cammmists, among
whom he listed Jack W. Hall, present regional director of the I.L.W.U.
in Hawaii. He described the tactics by which he claimed the Cammunists
gained control of Hawaiian unions, the majority membership of which was
unaware that it was a tool for party action. In company with Jack Ball
he attended a training school in San Francisco until the outbreak of
World War II, when Cammunist schools were discontinued. At that time the
German=Soviet non-agression pact was in effect and the Camunist Party
feared sorutiny by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The Hawaiian
Cammunists faithfully followed the about-face in propaganda following the
German attack upon Russia in 1941, During the war Izuka was detained for
several months by the military govermment on charges of inciting slow-
downs on defense work, During two hearings he denied Cammunist affilia-
tion.

According to Izukm, the Canmunist Party was reactivated in 1945
after a front organization had been successful, through "discussion groups,"
in establishing a number of party members as citizems highly respected

among the professional and middle class circles of Hawaii. By 1946 he
claimed there were nine cells or groups on Oahu and several on the cther
islandss As is usual in Cammunist organization, delegates fram each group
made up an Bxeoutive Board which decided poliocy in the islands or handed

down decisions from higher, mainland echelons.
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Izukn wrote that the party got as many of its members as possible
into salaried positions in the unions and attempted to wean unions away
from the A.F. of L., which had proven more difficult to penetrate than
the CeI.0. Izukam charged that practically every candidate endorsed by
the PeA.C. in the 1946 elections was the choice of the Cammunist Party.
It was a result of this election that he left the organization. He
disapproved of party support for Republican Joseph R Farrington for
the delegateship in opposition to Democrat William Borthwiock, wham
Izuka described as an old friend of labor in Hawaii. Izuka felt that

the Honolulu Star=Bulletin, which Farrington owns, had been bought or

duped into neutrality in the election in return for P.A.C. endorsement

of Parrington.
The Izukn Pamphlet was followed in 1948 by The Plot to Sovietize

Hawaii, written by a Hilo radio ocommentator, Thamas O'Brien. O'Brien
charged that one I.L.W.U. local prohibited its members from joining the
Hawaii National Guard; that the failure of the P.A.C. to Win control in
the 1946 election and the opprobrium earnmed by its activities led the
I.L.W.T. to take over comtrol of the Demooratic Party of Hawaii to fur-
ther its political aims; and that the I.L.W.U. deliberately incited its
members to hatred of management, regardless of industrial moves toward
cooperation.

O'Brien also reiterated Izukat's charges of some type of under-

standing between the I.L.W.U. and the Honolulu Star-Bulletin in the 1945

election whereby Farri.néton received P.A.C. endorsement., It is only fair
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to note at this point that Delegate Farrington ran almost exclusively on
a statehood platform in this election. No one has charged him with pro-
Camunist leanings, Other than the oriticisms of Izuka and O'Brien, ad-
verse camment has gonoraily been restricted to Mr. Farrington's failure
to repudiate I.L.W.U. supporte To have alienated the labor wvote would
have probably lost Mr. Farrington his seat in Congress at a time when
he felt almost certain he could win statehood for Hawaii,

There is an account by O'Brien of the revolt of one sugar workers!
local on Big Island after leaders charged by Izuka to be Commumists re-
fused to deny party membership. To combat this revolt, the I.L. W.Ue
held a "Sugar Unity Conference" in Jamuary of 1948 at Hilo. At this con-
ference Izuka was given an opportunity to defend his charges before a
large group of sugar workers., However, according to O'Brien, the entire
meeting was so closely under the control of Jack Hall and one of Bridges'
mainland associates that Izukn's ®hearing” was a farce. The writer also
claimed that the I.L. WeU. discouraged its members from reading newspapers
or listening to radio programs not approved by the wnion. Another indi=-
cation to the author of the Cammmist leanings of the I.L.W.U. was the
importation of left=wing singer Paul Robeson for a fund-raising concert
tour of the islands.

O'Brien was oconvinoced that the I.L.W.U. supported statehood because
it was certain to control the constitutional convention. He felt that,
", « o« ntil Hawaii kmows for sure the strength of its cammmist-inclined

labor wmion," statehood should be doferrod.gh This writer reported that

9“0'31'1911, OP. oit., 6l see also Izuka, ope oit., 1-31.
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the I.L.W.U. failed again in 1948 to gain control of the territorial legis-
lature .95
" By this time Congress was taking much interest in the charges of
Cammunist infiltration in Bawaii. In the hearings presided over by
Senator Cordon and Judge mﬁorly in the winter of 1948, discussion of
Camuniem in the islands was encouraged. Those who minimized the Commu-
nist menace--and these were in the majority--usually expressed one or all
of the following ideas: (1) Camnunism would make no great headway among
either labor or the general public of Hawaii, which was alert to the danger;
(2) statehood would strengthen Hawaii in its resistance to Communiem, or,
the Camunist question bore no relation to statehood; (3) Communism was
Hawaii's problem to solve and it was no more a menace in the islands than
on the mainland; (4) Communism was a mainland import; and (5) Ccmmunism
was & "red herring" employed by those who opposed s‘l;e:l:ehooo.'lo96
An A.F. of L. representative felt there was sufficient evidence
to prove that the I.L.W.Ue was Commmist-dominated, but he felt that Ha-
waii probably could handle the problems A University of Hawaii professor
emphasized the growth of the right wing in labor organizations as a sign

that Hawaii oould meet the challenge. An American Legion representative

said that Hawaii could better handle the situation as a states An I.L.W.U.

958ee ibid., 1=79, With introductory material, for oamplete acocount
of O'Brien's charges.

Pfsarings, HeRe L9 and S, 114, pp. 12-13, 20, 29, L5, 80, 77-78
89-90, 9708, 118, 138, 1, 178, 18l, 1L, 221, 223, 229-230, 237, 27T,
259, 511-312, 32k, 329, 346-3L7, 351, 385.
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representative pointed to the recent adoption by a sugar workers' con=
vention of a set of principles including the idea that no political party
would determine its policies but that each union member?s own political
oonviotions would not be questioned by the union., This, of oourse,

meant the I.LW.Ue. would make no attempt to rid its wnions of Cammunists.
A representative of the HeSePsA. stated that evidence of Cammunist at-
tempts to gaiﬁ adherents among plantation workers had been found, but
that the worksrs were resisting. The organization fslt that " . . .
communism will not g!in an appreciable foothold in the rural portions

of these islands."97 Others, inoluding a Methodist minister and the

editor of the Honolulu Star-Bulletin joined in the gemeral opinion that

Cammunistic infiltration was not strong among the rank and file of workers.

Still others, inoluding prominent businessman Walter Fs Dillingham and an
Bawaiian semator, favored delay umtil the extent of Communistic influence
could be better gauged.  Same spoke of infiltration among the Japansse=--
a new facet of the racial question., Several spoke of the apathy of the
island people toward the throat.ga
In his final Feport, Semator Cordon suggested that much of the

fear of Communism had arisen as a result of the 1946 sugar strike and the
1947 pineapple strike, While he recognized'that influences propelling

these strikes originated on the west coast of the mainland, he felt the

97Bearings, HeR. L9 and S. 11l, pe 20; see also ibid., 27, 170,
-8, 8550, . g e

PBrid., 30, L8, 70-71, 92-93, 132-133, 178, 18k, 213, 323, L0l-
)407n hzln =LT0.
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basic confliot was not differeﬁt from mainland labor disputes. He be=-
lieved the strong bent of Hawaiian labor toward the I.L.W.U. was the
result of the traditional tie-up of Hawaiian industry with shipping and
the econamic bonds of Hawaii with the west coast rather than any attraotion
for Cammunistio ideas, While Communists had been actively engaged in trye
ing to stir up race and class conflioct within the umians, Cordon was con=-
vinced that the Hawaiian people and workers were alert to the danger and
resistant, Despite all efforts to estimate Cammunist power, Cordon re-
ported: "The plain truth is that no one lmows the extent of Commmist
.sucoess in Ha.wa.ti."99 He found no infiltration in the branches of the
territorial or local govermments. HBis final oonoclusion was that ", .
there will be ample protection against the infiltration of Commmist doo=-

trines in the formation of the State oconstitution, which must be approved

by the President of the United States as well as the electorate of Hawaii,"100

Cordon's conolusion, however, was weakened appreciably by another state-
ment made later in the same report that, because of the islands' territorial
status,

e o o the people of Hawaii laock experience in handling the ordi-
nary, everyday problems of govermment close to the grass roots

as on a State level, Whether there is a lack of interest on the
part of the people is uncertain, The assessment was diffioult
to make. The fact that they have not had as much experience in
this respect as comes to the citizens of a State, while not their
fault, is regrettable.l0l

9cordon Report, 6; see also ibid., 5.

1001bid., 6

1011pi4,, 10-11.
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Mr. Shivers, war=time F.B.I. agent in Hawaii, who had made an
investigation of Communistic aotivities in Hawaii, said there was no evi-
dence of Communist sabotage during the war and that he believed Senator
Cordon's report was ", . . as acourate as anyone could make 1t.,7102 1
his opinion, Communists were no more active in Hawaii than in the United
States, and, other than supporting certain candidates, were not represented
in the territorial legislature or govermment, He estimated there were
about five revolutionary Camunists, whom he defined as those taking
orders from Moscow, and from 100 to 150 party members who were not revo-
1utiomr.les.103

As previously noted, the Senate did not act upon the recammenda=-
tion of Semator Cordon for immediate statehood in the spring of 1948,
but the Cammittee on Interior and Insular Affairs authorized its ohaiman,
Senator Hugh Butler, to arrange for further investigations in Bawaii. A
special investigator, sent to Hawaii in Angust, contacted several hundred
persons in field inspections lasting through almost two and one=half months.
Formal hearings by the committee, plammed for November, were oanocelled be-
cause of the Pacifio coast maritime strile. Senator Butler, therefore,
made a perscmal investigation, holding some seventy=-seven confidential
interviews in November. Contacts by the senator with about one hundred

other oitizens were not recorded. Although listed in the investigation

10230&r1ngs, HeRe ,-9 and S. llh, Pe LIB60

1031bi4., LB6-LBT.
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files, the names of witnesses are not published in the report. Senator
Butler felt much information would not have been secured had the witnesses
not been assured their nemes would be kept seoret.loh

According to Semator Butler!s report, the Hawaiian Cammunist Party
is a part of Distrioct No. 13 of the Caommunist Party of the United States
of America. District headquartorg are in San Francisco, In the islands
there are nine branches on Oahu and one each on Big Island and Kauai.

The Executive Committee, which directs party activities when the general
convention is not in session, is composed of a delegate fram each branche
This information, inocidentally, tallies with that of the Izuka Pamphlet,
as do many of the names of alleged Cammunists. Butler names the members
of the Executive Committee in 1947, among whom is Jack Hall., Others
include the editor of the Hawaii Star, a Communist-line, Japanese-language
weekly, the territorial representative and director of public relatioms
for the I.L.W.Us, an I.L.W.U. research worker, a former University of Bawaii
agricultural chemist, a secretary to an I.L.W.U. longshoreman's local, a
Mawi international representative of the I.L.W.U., and a national repre-
sentative for a C¢I.0 maritime cook and steward union.

Until 19,7 the Hawaiian Communist Party's activities, Butler as-
serts, were secret. In September of that year, at a distriot meeting in
San Franocisco, the Hawaiian representative announced that, in close co=-
operation with the I.L.W.U. leaders, the party plammed to use the Democratic

Party for political activities. The day following the amnouncement of

10"‘Bu‘l:ler Report, 2=3.
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this policy, the Honolulu Star-Bulletin reported that the P.A.C. of the

CeI.0., active in 1946 and early 1947, was greatly restrioting its ac-
tivities and recommending the Democratic Party to I.L.W.U. members. From
September to Maroch, charges Butler, the I.L.W.U. made ®very effort to gain
control of the Democratic Party under the guidance of a recognized Com=-
munist and I.L.W.U. leader, Through an unscheduled election of precinoct
club officers and convention delegates in Mareh, the I.L.W.U. got control
of the territorial Democratic convention. Butler says that, as a result,
"The former Demooratic Party became the Cammunist apperatus in the Terri=-
tory of Bawaii."105 The convention in May found forty=one Communist Party
members as delegates or alternates. Soon after the convention, Mrs. Vio-
toria K. Holt, Demooratic National Committee-woman announced in a radio
address her candidacy for delogaté to Congress, a move, she said, taken

to oombat Communist ocontrol of the Demooratic Party. She oharged that
the ordinary mem‘r.Jera of both the Democratic Party and the I.L.W.U. faced
the problem of ridding themselves of control by the same Commmist group.
long an advooate of statehood, Mrs. Holt said that, because of Cammunist
infiltration, ". . + I realize that we cannot expect statehood--that we
should not have statehood--until we prove to ourselves and to the rest

of the United States that we can solve the Cammunist 1:u'ob1eun."1°6 She
warned that the I.L.W.U., with its control of shipping, pineapple and

sugar, oould wreck island economy by a general strike. She further stated

mBButler Report, 5; also see ibid., 3=5,

1068ut1er Report, 7; see ibid., 5=T.
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that Communist success in infiltrating the Demooratic Party presented the
distinet possibility that it could, under statehood, control elected of-

ficials, including the governor and courts. Under territorial status there
would still be the safeguard of Congressional review. She concluded,

"We must prove that we can control the Communist problem before we can
expect Congress to grant us s tatehood,"107

Butler noted that several former Democratic Party members had
indicated that the Cammunist=controlled I.L.W.U. group had a majority
within the Democratic Party.

According to Butler, the I.L.W.Us., with its approximately 35,000
members, had decided against a plammed strike in favor of pooling all
efforts toward gaining complete m:stery of the Democratic Party, since
1948 was an election yea.r.me

Meanwhile the Cammunist Party came into the open in Ootober, 1948,
with headquarters in Honolulu, In a radio address the same month a Cam=
munist leader amnounced party support for breaking up of large estates
for re=sale to small holders, revised immigration laws to allow naturali-
zation for all immigrents, publio ownership of utilities, and taxation
on a basis of ability to pay. He further stated, "We support the granting

of immediate statehood for Hawaii."109 There is, inocidentally, marked

similarity between this platform and that of the P.A.C. in 1946,

107mbi4., 7.
1081pid,

1°9Ib:ld., 8; see also ibide., 7. For statement of Communist Party
program, see Hearings, H.R. L5 abd S. 11, pp. LB82-L83.
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Also described is the Hawaii Civil Liberties Cammittee, which all
oevidence indicates is Communist-controlled. It sponsored a leoture tour
by a California Cammnist Party educational director in the islands,
The lecture subject was Communism, and I.L.W.U. locals made considerable
contributions to the funds solicited on the tour. This organization was
supposedly started to get funds for defense of an island school teacher,
suspended for alleged Communist activities,
Butler emphasized the vulnerability of Hawaii to shipping strikes.

Not only did Bawaii suffer stoppage of food, clothing, and construotion
supplies, which could bring business to a halt, but strikes oould cause
widespread unemployment. In the tourist season suoh strikes brought
tremendous losses to hotels and island transportation. In additdion,
they inocreased export handling charges, thus reducing greatly the margin
of profit on suoh produsts as sugare. Butler charged that the I.L.W.U.
had oreated a strike pattern in whioh the settlement of a Paocifio ocoast
strike would be followed by a Hawaiian shipping strike, in effeot doubling
the length of the strike for the islands. Further, by delaying tactiocs
in negotiations and successive strikes, the San Franocisco=-directed labor
activities would scarcely allow finanoial recovery fram one orisis be-
fore initiating another. Butler saw here

e o o the familiar pattern of the Communist "softening up"

by eoconamio attrition before the big push for the final coup

dretat. If the Territory of Hawaii oan be prostrated by this

system of slow eoonamio bleeding, it must ultimately beoome a

social bog ripe for the final wrecking blow of Communist seizure 110

1101pid., 11; see also ibide, 8-10,
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After naming Harry Bridges as the Communist leader of Hawaii and
stating that there was a record of Communist activity in Hawaii as early
as July, 1928, when reportes were made to Moscow, Butler reccmmended the
enforcement of the Smith Aot of 1940, which provided heavy penalties for
advocating overthrow of the Thited States Govermment,

Based upon Communist doouments seized in the islands, there is
the further charge that "The Kremlin in Moscow . «  regards Hawaii as
one of its principal operating bases in the campaign for a Camunist
United States of America."” It was Butler's oonoclusion that the Cammu-
nist Party and the I.L.W.U. favored statehood because they could control
the constitutional convention, After recammending Justice Department
aotion against Communists, territorial action to suppress unlawful Cammu-
nist aotivities and Congressional legislation to protect Hawaii from ex-
treme I.L.W.U. activities, Butler proposed that ". . . statehood for
Hawaii be deferred indefinitely, until communism in the Territory may
be browght under effective control. . « Jnill

The arguments of those who do not feel thaﬁ Canmunist aotivity in
the territory, which they admit exists, is a wvalid basis for postponing
statehood are well expressed in a letter fram Edward R. Burke, counsel
for the Hawaii Statehood Commission to Semator Butler., Parenthetically,
this Commission was created by the 1947 territorial legislature to fur-
ther the‘s‘batehood movement, Its offices in Honolulu and Washington, D.

as well as all its activities, are supported by public funds.

1lrpi4,, 1, for quofations; see also, ibid., 12, 14-15,

Ce,
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Mr. Burke oriticized Senator Butler's report as being inconsistent
because it recommended delay of statehood on the grounds of possible Com=
munistio influence in the drafting of a state constitution while it
preised the abilities, devotion to demooratio principles and anti-Communist
attitude of the majority of the Hawaiian people. Mr. Burke pointed out
that any proposed constitution would have to be approved by the Hawaiian
electorate and by the President. If Senator Butler believed in the loyalty
and self—govaming abilities of tpe Hawaiian people==why not trust their
judgment to discover any Cammunistic influences in such a constitution?
He further oriticized the report for desoribing Communist and I.LeW.Ue
moves through the Demcoratic Party for politiocal control of the islands
in the 1948 elections while failing to report the results of that election
in which ", . « not a single follower of the Communist Party line ﬁa
elected to any office of importance. . « M2 purkets basio ideas, and
those of 'othere who deny the validity of the Cammunist argument for delay,
are: (1) There are adsquate safeguards to prevent inclusion in any state
oconstitution of provisions either Communistic in nature or conducive to
growth of Communist politiocal power; (2) Hawaii has an informed, intelli-
gont eleotorate which will insure the a.doptioﬁ of a constitution based
wholly upon Ameriocan political principles and which can handle adequately
any threat of Communist infiltration; and (3) statehood would increase

the power of the island people to meet the Communist threat, 113

112pytler Report, 1, 14=15; Burke to Butler, July 5, 19.9, 3 (oopy
of letter Turnished author by Hawaii Statehood Cammission).

113Burke to Butler, July 5, 19L9, 1l=3,
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The Statehood Cammission made a compilation of editorial oocmment
in seventeen states on the Butler report. Of the thirty-eight ococmments
received, thirty were in disagreement with the conclusions reached by
Butler. The central theme of these oritioisms of the Butler report was
that delay on the basis of Communism was unfair to the people of Hawaii,
since the same threat existed on the mainland, and it was also an insult
to the intelligence and loyalty of the Hawaiian people.

Pertinent is the question as to what the islands have done to
cambat Cammunism, The legislature was oalled into special session in
July of 1949 to deal with the strilse orisis. It might be pointed out
here that this session authorized the Territory, through its harbor com=-
mission, to undertake stevedoring activities, a measure whioh relieved
somewhat the effects of the strilse and aided, according to the editor of

the Honolulu Star=-Bulletin, in bringing the stevedoring oompanies and

unions into agreement, But this legislative session also set up, by
joint resolution, a non-partisan, fact-finding cammission "on Communist
and Other Subversive Activities.™ The results of this oammission's in-

vestigation are not available, but its establisiment exhibited an effort

by the Territory to ewaluate the Caommunist threat. It also needs emphasis

.

that the strike of 199 was settled through territorial measures without

aid from the federal gonmont.lm

u“mloy He Allen, Editor, Honolulu Star=Bulletin, to author, Octe-
ber 17, 1949; Raymond Coll, Editor, The Honolulu Advertiser, to author,
November 2, 1949.
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In September of 1949 the Town Meeting of the Air broadcast fram

Honolulu a debate on statehood. Both Senmator Cain and Mr. Daniel G
Ridley, Bawaiian lawyer, emphasized Cammunism as a bar to immediate state-
hoods Mr. Ridley's arguments were based upon his belief that the large
number of Hawaiian citizens of alien parentage were not as yet thoroughly
enough indoctrinated in American traditions to be able to meet the threat
of Canmunist propaganda and infiltration without the supervision implied
in the territorial status, More important, in that it indicated the
trend of Senatorial thinking, was the statement of Senator Cain that

Until Hawaii can oconvinoe--and this isg your job==both houses of

the Congress and the American people on the mainland that ocom-

munism is no present or future menace to the soeial, ecomamio,

and political life of the islands, there will be no statehood

for Bawaii, + « « This is the threat which must be done away

with by the people of Hawaii before Hawaii has earned its full

right of statehood.l15
Delegate Farrington, in rebuttal, said that Hawaii was fully able to
meet this threat, as she had in the 1946 elections. The editor of the

Honolulu Star-Bulletin camented that neither Cain nor Ridley prodused

evidence that Camunism was a %ma jor threat." He also reiterated the ar-

gunents that Cammunism in Hawaii was a mainland import and that it was

unfair to deny statehood on the basis of a nation-wide probleun.116
Meanwhile plans went forward for the calling of a ocomnstitutional

convention, This action was based upon the fact that fiftteen of the

11590wn Meeting Bulletin, 12; see also ibid., 6=8, 20, 22.

1161b1d,, 135 Allen, loc. cit., October 17, 1949, 3.
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twenty=nine territories admitted to the union had gained entrance through
presenting campleted state constitutions to the Congress with petitions
for approval. Fram the information available, it is understood that this
convention was held in April of 1950, but the results of its work are
not lmcmn.]']'7

In the spring of 1950 also, a suboammittee of the House Un-Ameriocan
Activities Committee held hearings in Hawaii with regard to Cammunist in=-
filtration. At its first meeting, an Amerioan of Ja;penese ancestry, who
was a member of the board of supervisors of the City and County of Hono=
lulu and a delegate to the constitutional convention, admitted he was a
former Coumunist. This admission demonstrated the ineffeotivensss of the
requirement exacted of delegates that they take an oath stating that they
had not been members of subversive groups in the last five years. During
the hearings Jack We Hall and four others refused to demy or affim affili-
ation with the Communist Party and there were plans for indiotment of
these men for c:on‘t:umpt.]']'8

Two late develomments in the Communist situation were the report

of a split in the Demooratioc Party and the admission by Secretary of In=-

terior Osocar L. Chapman at a Senate hearing that there was Communist

infiltration in the Hawaiian Demooratic Party. The party split resulted

117Ge0rge H. Molane, Exscutive Ssoretary, Bawaii Statehood Com-
mission, to author, October 19, 1949, 2; Congressional Record, 81 Congress,
1 Session, Vol. 95, No. 12, p. A356; ibid., OI Congress, 2 Session, Vol,
963 No. 663 Do L4638,

nerid., No. 72, pe 5119; ibid., No. 74, pe 5227.
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fron the withdrawal of the old-1line Democrats from the regular territorial
convention when the left-wing members gained control. The regular Demo~
orats then organized their owm oonvanﬂ:ion.ng

As a possible indication of the trend of thinking in the islands
regarding Communism, the following statements made last year are presented
for oomparison., The Honolulu Advertiser on May 31, 199, was chiding
the Washington, D C., Post for its fallure to view seriously the Com=-
munistic influence in the islands: ". . . no matter how few Hawaii's
Communists may be, they have a strong underground leadership here that
is destroying the social and economic life of the islands., . « + Hawaii's
life 1s at stake.l20

On November 2, 1949, the editor of the Honolulu Advertiser, a
statehood supporter, wrote the following:

The dock workers strike whioh lasted fram May until the
middle of QOctober to some extent cooled enthusiasm for Statehood,
There undoubtedly is same infiltration of Communism in the Islands,
Just to what extent this move prevails no one can be certain,
There are two investigations underway, one set up by the Terri-
torial legislature and one by the Congressional Un-American Ao-
tivities Cammittee. We will know more when their reports are
made .

This latter statement seems to indicate a calmer outlook on the situation.

The charges and counter-oharges concerning Communistic aotivities

are diffioult to assess. There seems, however, little doubt that the

Communists have been very aotive in the Territory. Moreover, the Territory

1191bid., No. 91, pe 66Tk
lzocoggguional Record, 8l Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 95, No. 106, 3883,

1210011, loc. oit., November 2, 199.
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is partioularly vulnerable to Cammunist propaganda and activities on
four counts: (1) a long tradition of grievances, real or imagined, against
the powerful economio interests in the islands and the still-recent mem-
ory of strongly paternalistio employment poliocies--a wide opening for
inoitement of olass hatred; (2) the lack of the people's experience in
local govermment, i.e., experience in choosing and evaluating looal
leaders--a laock that seems to extend into the unions where the laboring
man is new to the responsibilities and problems of union organization
and mamagement; (3) the presence of a heterogeneous population, offer-
ing great opportunities to the Cammunists for developing racial hatred
and sntagonisms, and (4) the econamioc vulmerability of the islands to
strikes, either in shipping or the basioc industries. Unfortunately,
the islands present a tempting target to the Communists., Probably this
faotor has had much to do with Senate delay on statehood during the last
three years, It seems very likesly that Hawaii will be asked to meet a
new qualification: indisputable proof of her ability to withstand any
Cammunist threat to her economy, her govermment and her soociety.

The fourth main issue which has played a part in the post-war
statehood movement is the tremendous emphasis upon the international
sigpificance of statehood. Supporters have been eager to point out the
following ideas: (1) to grant statehood to Hawaii with ite large Asiatio
population would greatly enhance United States prestige among the Asiatio
nations by effectively demonstrating American belief in the equality of

all men; (2) to oconfer statehood would emphasize Ameriocan support of the



261
principle of self-determination of peoples; (3) to act favorably upon
statehood woﬁld be a powerful move in counteracting Commmnism in Asia;

(L) to approve statehood would mean the entry into the national legislature
of men conversant with the problems, cultures and conditions of the Pacific
and the Far Eastern areas, as well as men with rich experience in inter-
racial relations.

Thess are not only valid arguments but extremely tempting ones.
They have been supported by the statement of Acting Secretary of State
James E. Webb that statehood would ", . . serve to support American foreign
policy and strengthen the position of the United States in international
affairs, w122

Hc;t only would statehood be a great advantage in intermational
relations, but it most certainly would bolster the morale of the average
American citizen, For it would be a reaffirmation not only of belief in
democractic principles but of faith in the intrinsic strength of those
principles. However, until the islands have demonstrated clearly their
ability to cope with Communist tactics and until further investigation
has furnished a somewhat clearer outline of the extent of Communist
infiltration, statehood would seem to involve a calculated risk. Despite
arguments to the contrary, an appointed executive and Judiciary, as well
as Congressional review of legislation, lend to the territorial status

safeguards not present in a state govermment. Even if it were granted

122
’ Congressional Record, 81 Congress, 1 Session, Vol. 95, No. 98,
P. 3597.
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that a territory is as susceptible to Commnist control as a state, a
Commnist coup in a territory would be far less damaging to United States
prestige than Commnist overthrow of a state govermment. And, as the leading
democratic nation of the world, the United States has the responsibility
of maintaining its prestige at a high level, In the cold war prestige has

become a weapon.

Conclusions

A summary of this study of the statehood movement is in order. The
years from Cook!'s discovery until annexation in 1898 constituted a period
of intensive Americanization of the islands., As early as 1830 the American
domination of the fur and sandalwood trade, the beginnings of American
missionary endeavors, and the unofficial diplomacy of American naval
officers had given an American slant to the sails of the Hawailan ship of
state., This was accomplished in the face of a strong British influence,

a definite thrust by the French for an island foothold and an unofficial
feeler by the Russians. From 1830 to 1890 internal Hawaiian development
was marked by political growth in which American principles of government
became basic through the influence of the missionary councillors of state,
In the later years of the period there was a trend toward absolutism,
intensified by growing native nationalism, a trend which reached its

climax in the Revolution of 1893. Economic development included the rise
and fall of the whaling trade, numerous experiments in agriculture, and

the final emergence of a highly organized sugar industry as the dominant



263
factor in the economy. In all economic developments American leadership
and capital predominated. In the field of international relations Hawaii
maintained a precarious independence, made tenable mainly by the three-way
rivalry of the British, French and Americans., The two greatest props to
independence were Hawaii's policy of welcoming foreign commerce and economic
enterprise and, after late 1842, almost continuous support by the United
States through the Tyler Doctrine, Later came the Reciprocity Treaty and
its renewal which, in effect, permanently united the Hawaiian economy to
that of the United States. After the Revolution of 1893 had established
the economically and politically dominant American interests in power,
annexation was a foregone conclusion. The years from 1778 to 1898 thus
had marked the development in Hawaii of a political system, economy and
culture basically American. As a territory Hawaii had the problem of
assimilating a large Asiatic population, of making the most of limited
economic resources, and of coping with the social and economic problems
created by a restrictive, paternalistic two-crop economy. Despite these
handicaps, Hawaii by 1937 had not only met every previously required
qualification for statehood, but her people had developed a strong desire
for full membership in the union. The movement for statehood developed
from the desire for a voice in the economic policies of the nation to
which Hawali contributed so much financially, the feeling that Hawaii
should have an equal share of the benefits of national legislation and
the desire for that political equality and dignity resident in full

self-government., World War II not only proved Hawaii more worthy of
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statehood but intensified the desire for that political status which would
prevent the recurrence of extended military rule. Post-war Congressional
investigators have, with few exceptions, unqualifiedly endorsed statehood,
as have many national leaders. The only arguments outstanding against
statehood have been a lingering doubt concerming the Asiatic element in
Hawaii's population, the fairly potent, if invalid, objection to admitting
non=contiguous territories to the union and the threat of Communist
infiltration.

From the survey of those factors in Hawalian history and development
which are pertinent to the statehood gquestion, the following conclusions
have been reached:

1. By every standard of measurement previously established

Hawaii qualifies for and deserves statehood.

2. Hawail, despite a population representing many races

and cultures is today in every respect an American community.

3. Statehood for Istaii would not only enhance the inter—

national prestige of the United States but effectively

demonstrate the vitality and strength of democratic

principles of 1life and govermment.

4. Eventual statehood for Hawaii is practically a certainty.

However, due to the latitude granted Congress by the Constitution in
setting up the gualifications for prospective states, the gradual develop-
ment of the principle that new conditions exact new qualifications and

the vulnerability of Hawaii's location, economy and social organization
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to international stress and Communist infiltration, it is very likely that
statehood will be deferred until two conditions prevail. First, there
must be strong evidence that Hawail can protect herself against subversive
thrusts for economic or political control of the islands. Secondly, inter=
national conditions must be such that the change in government can be made

without greatly affecting the nation at large or the security of Hawaii,
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